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18 INTRODUCTION 

This introduction explains the organization and how to use Volume III, Responses to Public Comments, of 
the California High-Speed Train (HST) Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement (Program EIR/EIS).  Persons listed in this volume who submitted responsible written 
comments or provided oral testimony and who also gave their mailing addresses are being provided with 
an electronic copy of the Final Program EIR/EIS and appendices.  Individual letters and comments 
included and addressed in this volume are organized and numbered with acronyms as follows: 

• Federal Agencies—F (Chapter 18) 

• State Agencies—S (Chapter 19) 

• Local Agencies—L (Chapter 20) 

• Organizations—O (Chapter 21) 

• Individuals—I (Chapter 22) 

• Public Hearings—PH (Chapter 23)  

• Web Comments (comments sent electronically)—W (Chapter 24) 

Each written submission and oral presentation can be found under the appropriate category, by name, or 
if representing an organization, the name of their organization.  If a commenter gave oral or written 
testimony at one of the public hearings, they will find their comments, submissions, and responses under 
“Public Hearings.”  Those that sent comments via the Authority’s website will find their comments and 
responses in Chapter 24, “Web Comments.”  Each written comment letter sent to the California High-
Speed Rail Authority (Authority) or the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) was assigned an 
alphanumeric identifier.  For example the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) comment letter is found 
in Chapter 18, “Federal Agencies,” and its comment letter has been designated as F002.  Each comment 
letter and the public hearing transcript has brackets in the right-hand margin with identification numbers 
for each comment.  Some letters or oral statements have been treated as a single comment, whereas in 
others multiple comments have been identified, numbered and responded to individually.  Again, using 
the USFWS as an example, 12 different responsible comments were identified in this comment letter 
(F002-1 through F008-12).  The responses to comment(s) are located at the end of each letter or 
transcript.  Each response is labeled with the letter/testimony identifier and comment number (such as 
F008-1) that relates back to that particular bracketed comment.   

Some comments from the same agency, organization, or individual were submitted more than once (e.g., 
letter was first faxed and then mailed). These duplicate comment letters are included only once and are 
noted with an asterisk in the table of contents for this volume.     

18.1 STANDARD RESPONSES TO FREQUENTLY RAISED COMMENTS 

As part of the public review process from July 20, 2007 to October 26, 2007 for the Program EIR/EIS, the 
Authority and FRA received more than 400 comment letters containing more than 1,300 individual 
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and on the proposed project generally.  The following standard 
responses are intended to provide broad responses to the most frequently raised issues, and to 
supplement individual responses to comments. 
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• Standard Response 1—The Programmatic Decision Selecting a HST Alignment and Station Locations 
Between the Bay Area and Central Valley: Some comments expressed confusion over the nature of 
the decision to be made based on this programmatic environmental document. 

• Standard Response 2—The Nature of a Programmatic Level of Analysis and Tiering Under NEPA and 
CEQA: Some comments expressed frustration with the level of detail of analysis in the programmatic 
EIR/EIS and questioned whether it was adequate for identifying impacts and distinguishing between 
alternatives.   

• Standard Response 3—The Environmental Tradeoffs Among Network Alternatives: Many comments 
advocated the Altamont Pass, many others advocated the Pacheco Pass, and still others the Pacheco 
Pass with Altamont Pass (local service).  Some of these comments were directed at the choice to be 
made by the Authority and the FRA, while others questioned the environmental analysis in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS related to that choice.  Some comments suggested it was difficult to compare the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.   

• Standard Response 4—The Role of the HST System in Influencing Growth: Some comments 
questioned the role of the HST system in influencing growth, and the HST system’s influence on 
station areas and local jurisdiction’s growth. 

• Standard Response 5—The Role of Mitigation Strategies: Some comments suggested the mitigation 
strategies in the EIR/EIS are too general and that the EIR/EIS should revise them to make them 
more specific. 

The Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS consists of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, oral 
and written comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS, and the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Final Program 
EIR/EIS contains revised analysis and text, plus the comments and responses to comments on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.  As explained in the Final Program EIR/EIS, this is the first phase of a two-tiered 
environmental review process, and the analysis has been prepared for the first and programmatic-level of 
review and consideration of early policy decisions on the HST system.  These documents have been 
prepared to support Authority and FRA decisions on the following: 

To determine which of the conceptual corridors, alignments, and station options evaluated in the Bay 
Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS can be eliminated from consideration and which to 
select for further consideration in the tiered environmental reviews to be prepared subsequent to the 
Program EIR/EIS, if the Co-lead agencies choose to pursue the high speed train system.  

The programmatic level of analysis presented in the Program EIR/EIS is appropriate for making these two 
basic decisions.  It analyzes the environmental effects at a more generalized level to provide the decision 
makers with sufficient information to decide whether to continue with the process to pursue an HST 
system, and which conceptual corridor alignments to continue to consider.  If the Authority and the FRA 
decide to do so, they will consider the more site-specific decisions in the more detailed project level 
environmental review and decision making. 
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19 STANDARD RESPONSES TO FREQUENTLY RAISED COMMENTS 

As part of the public review process from July 20, 2007 to October 26, 2007 for the Draft Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train (HST) 
Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS), the High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) received a more than 400 comment letters containing more than 1,300 individual comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
and on the proposed project generally.  The following standard responses are intended to provide broad responses to the most frequently raised 
issues and to supplement individual responses to comments. 
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STANDARD RESPONSE 1 

The Programmatic Decision Selecting a HST Alignment and Station Locations Between the Bay Area and Central Valley  

Some comments expressed confusion over the nature of the decision 
to be made based on this programmatic environmental document. 

This Program EIR/EIS is specifically designed to assist the Authority 
in making the fundamental choice of a preferred alignment within 
the broad corridor between and including the Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass for the HST segment connecting the San Francisco Bay 
Area to the Central Valley.  This Program EIR/EIS is tiered from the 
California High Speed Train Program EIR/EIS (statewide program 
EIR/EIS) that supported the Authority’s selection of corridor 
alignments and station locations for the majority of the HST System.  
The statewide program EIR/EIS defined the broad corridor between 
and including the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass for further 
programmatic study that is now contained in this Program EIR/EIS.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS examined a total of 21 network 
alternatives that fall into three groups for linking the Bay Area to the 
Central Valley: Altamont Pass (11 network alternatives); Pacheco 
Pass (6 network alternatives) and Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass 
(local service) (4 network alternatives).  The information and 
analysis contained in the Program EIR/EIS will allow the Authority to 
select a network alternative, the corridor alignment components 
within it, and the station locations for the alignments. 

As a programmatic document, the Program EIR/EIS does not analyze 
detailed, site-specific impacts of future projects to construct sections 
of the HST system.  For this reason, in selecting alignments and 
station locations, the Authority will not be selecting a precise 
footprint for improvements, but rather a conceptual corridor 
alignment subject to further refinement.  Future tiered project-level 
environmental documents will assess the impacts of constructing and 
implementing individual HST projects for sections of the HST system 
and will examine specific project location alternatives for the 
selected corridor alignment and alternative station sites for the 
selected location options, utilizing design practices described in the 

EIR/EIS to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest extent 
possible. 
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STANDARD RESPONSE 2 

The Nature of a Programmatic Level of Analysis and Tiering Under NEPA and CEQA  

Some comments expressed frustration with the level of detail of 
analysis in the programmatic EIR/EIS and questioned whether it was 
adequate for identifying impacts and distinguishing between 
alternatives.   

Both CEQA and NEPA require that an agency consider the 
environmental effects of its actions at the earliest point in time when 
the analysis is meaningful, and it is within the agencies’ discretion to 
fashion an environmental process appropriate to the type of 
decisions they are considering.  The Authority and FRA previously 
decided to use a tiered environmental review process and prepared 
the statewide program EIR/EIS describing the broad environmental 
consequences of the HST alternative, a Modal alternative that 
accommodated increased travel demand by expanding existing 
facilities (roads and airports) and a No Action alternative.  The 
statewide program EIR/EIS also evaluated conceptual HST alignment 
corridors and station options.  In 2005, the Authority and FRA 
selected corridor alignments and station locations for the majority of 
the HST System as well as a broad corridor between and including 
the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass for further programmatic study.  
This Bay Area to Central Valley HST Program EIR/EIS describes the 
further programmatic study and supports selection of corridor 
alignments and station locations in this region.   

By preparing two programmatic documents, the decision makers and 
the public have had the benefit of environmental review of the broad 
policy-level decisions early in the process, at a point in time when 
the basic decisions are being considered.  This first tier of 
environmental review makes only programmatic decisions about the 
general location of alignments and stations, while site-specific 
environmental impacts related to planned improvements and 
facilities will be evaluated in subsequent project-level environmental 
documents.  

Nature of a Program EIR/EIS 

The Authority’s anticipated decision over alignments and station 
location options for the portion of the HST system linking the Bay 
Area to the Central Valley represents a broad choice at a conceptual 
stage of planning and decision making.  This EIR/EIS has been 
prepared at a programmatic level of detail commensurate with the 
conceptual nature of the decisions to be made at this time.  The 
Authority and the FRA have intentionally tailored the scope of this 
environmental analysis to the conceptual nature of the proposed 
decisions, consistent with the concept of tiering in both NEPA and 
CEQA. 

Tiering 

Program or first-tier EIRs or EISs are deliberately focused on the “big 
picture” impacts of proposed decisions.  To avoid repetition and 
unnecessary speculation, a lead agency may tier its environmental 
documents so that later EIRs or EISs incorporate and build on 
previous ones.  A first-tier or program EIR may therefore be limited 
to the analytical information needed to make a general decision, with 
detailed analysis of potential impacts of a more specific decision 
deferred until a second-tier or project-level environmental document.   

This Program EIR/EIS is structured to be used as a tiering document.  
Individual environmental reviews of second-tier projects to 
implement the HST system can incorporate by reference and use 
relevant portions of the Program EIR/EIS as a basis from which to 
supplement this analysis and refine the level of detail.  Tiering will 
assist the Authority in focusing on issues that are ripe for decision at 
each state of environmental review and in excluding from 
consideration issues that have already been decided or deferring 
those that are not ready for decision.  Second-tier documents will be 
prepared to concentrate on issues specific to the individual project 
being considered and site(s) chosen for the action before 
construction can be initiated.  The environmental reviews and initial 
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studies for site-specific, second-tier projects can incorporate by 
reference the discussions in the program EIR, and “concentrate on 
the environmental effects which (a) are capable of being mitigated, 
or (b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in 
the prior environmental impact report.” (Public Resources Code 
section 21068.5.)    

The Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA implementing 
regulations regarding Tiering (CEQ - 40 CFR § 1508.28) state that:  
“’Tiering’ refers to the coverage of general matters in broader 
environmental impacts statements (such as a national program or 
policy statements) with subsequent narrower statements or 
environmental analyses (such as regional or basinwide program 
statements or ultimately site-specific statements) incorporating by 
reference the general discussions and concentrating solely on the 
issues specific to the statement subsequently prepared.  Tiering is 
appropriate when the sequence of statement or analysis is: (b) From 
an environmental impact statement on a specific action at an early 
stage (such as need and site selection) to a supplement (which is 
preferred) or a subsequent statement or analysis at a later stage 
(such as environmental mitigation).  Tiering in such cases is 
appropriate when it helps the lead agency to focus on the issues 
which are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues 
already decided or not yet ripe.” 

FRA and Authority have followed federal and state requirements for 
programmatic analyses and disclosures and have sufficiently met 
these requirements to enable the identification of a preferred 
alternative.  The HST Program geographically consists of logical 
linear sections in a chain of contemplated actions that would be 
carried out under the same authorizing statutory and regulatory 
authority, each section with similar environmental effects that can be 
mitigated in similar ways. This Program EIR/EIS, and the statewide 
program EIR/EIS, allowed the FRA and the Authority to consider 
broad policy and program alternatives and program-wide mitigation 
strategies at an early stage of decision making.  The Authority 
expects to certify this document and the FRA expects to issue a 
Record of Decision allowing the sections of HST Program in the 
study region to move into the preliminary engineering and project-

level environmental review.  FRA and the Authority have, as part of 
the statewide program EIR/EIS process, committed to applying 
design practices and mitigation strategies in examining subsequent 
project activities, and intend to make similar commitments at the 
conclusion of this Program EIR/EIS. 

Sufficiency of Information for the Decision 

The Authority and the FRA believe that the general level of detail in 
the impacts analysis and the general nature of the mitigation 
strategies are appropriate for the broad decisions to be made based 
on the Final Program EIR/EIS.  As explained in Standard Response 3, 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS identified critical environmental impact 
differences between the Altamont Pass, Pacheco Pass, and Pacheco 
Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) alternatives for connecting 
the Bay Area with the Central Valley.  The document also reveals 
differences related to the ability of each option to meet the project 
purpose, need, and objectives and to be feasibly implemented.  
These differences are precisely the type of information that is 
needed for the decision makers to make the overall choice of a 
corridor alignment and station locations.    

Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Mitigation Strategies”, Section 3.0.1, “Purpose and Content of 
This Chapter,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS states: 

… The analysis presented in this chapter addresses the general 
effects of a program of actions that would make up the 
proposed HST system in the Bay Area to Central Valley study 
region.  This chapter describes the general differences in 
potential environmental consequences between the No Project 
and the HST Alignment Alternatives identified in Chapter 2.  The 
analysis also identifies key differences among the potential 
impacts associated with the various HST Alignment Alternatives 
and station location options, to support the selection of preferred 
alignments and station location options in the Bay Area to 
Central Valley study region. (emphasis added) 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS does not purport to be able to identify all 
of the detailed impacts of each alignment or station location option 
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but rather focuses on identifying and describing key differences in 
potential impacts for each of the alternatives.  More detailed 
analyses will be provided in future project-level environmental 
documents. 

Methods of impact evaluation for the project were developed with 
input from both state and federal resource agencies.  Due to the 
sheer number and length of the alignment alternatives and the 
number of station location options being considered, detailed field 
surveys and extensive evaluations of affected resources were not 
practical or necessary for this Program EIR/EIS. The lists and tables 
of resources proximate to alignment alternatives and station location 
options served to adequately portray the overall potential impacts in 
a manner that allowed for a comparison of the key differences.  

FRA and the Authority believe that the Draft Program EIR/EIS has 
provided sufficient information to enable reasonable findings 
regarding the potential environmental impacts of various alignment 
alternatives and station location options thus allowing for the 

identification of a preferred alternative – the overall intent of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Impact analyses were applied 
comprehensively and systematically for all of the alignment 
alternatives and station location options and made use of relevant, 
available information regarding the affected environment.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS identified potentially significant impacts that may 
result from both the construction and operation of a HST system in 
the Bay Area to Central Valley as part of a statewide HST system.  
Mitigation strategies and measures, along with project design 
elements, lay out actions that will be taken to avoid or reduce the 
identified impacts.  Please see Standard Response 5 regarding 
mitigation strategies. 

FRA and the Authority acknowledge that a large amount of 
additional environmental analysis will be necessary at the project 
level, which is fully consistent with the tiering of the environmental 
documents.
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STANDARD RESPONSE 3 

The Environmental Tradeoffs Among Network Alternative 

Many comments advocated the Altamont Pass, many others 
advocated the Pacheco Pass, and still others the Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont Pass (local service).  Some of these comments were 
directed at the choice to be made by the Authority and the FRA, 
while others questioned the environmental analysis in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS related to that choice.  Some comments suggested 
it was difficult to compare the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.   

The environmental analysis in the Draft Program EIR/EIS describes 
the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts for 
network alternatives in three groups: Altamont Pass, Pacheco Pass, 
and Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service).  Some 
significant adverse environmental impacts are unavoidable with any 
of the network alternatives even with the incorporation of design 
practices and the application of mitigation strategies.  The analysis 
demonstrates, however, that there are broad overall differences in 
the type and extent of environmental impacts and differences in the 
ability of the network alternatives to meet the project 
objectives/purpose and need.  These differences have been 
considered by the Authority and the FRA in identifying the preferred 
alignment alternative and preferred station locations and will be 
considered in making decisions to advance the HST system for future 
analysis and implementation.  Chapter 8 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS describes the preferred HST Network and Alignment 
Alternatives and station options as well as the evaluation of Network 
Alternatives that supported the identification of the preferred 
alternative.  This information is also summarized in the Summary 
chapter of the Final Program EIR/EIS.   

While there are trade-offs among the different network alternatives, 
the most promising alternative, Pacheco Pass with service to San 
Francisco and San Jose termini best meets the purpose and need for 
the proposed HST system.  For alternatives to San Francisco, SFO, 
and the San Francisco Peninsula, this HST alternative minimizes 

impacts on wetlands, waterbodies, and the environment as 
compared to alternatives with a Bay crossing.  The preferred 
alternative would not require a Bay crossing and would not affect the 
Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge.  This alternative minimizes 
construction issues and logistical constraints, which can lead to delay 
and cost escalation.  It best serves the connection between northern 
and southern California with the greatest potential frequency and 
capacity, superior connectivity between the South Bay and Southern 
California, and fewer potential intermediate stops.  It fully utilizes 
the Caltrain corridor, is complimentary to Caltrain, and would utilize 
the Caltrain right-of-way and share tracks with express Caltrain 
commuter rail services.  The Pacheco Pass is strongly supported by 
the Bay Area region, cities, agencies and organizations and this 
support is critical towards implementing this major infrastructure 
project through the heavily urbanized Bay Area linking San 
Francisco, San Jose and Gilroy. 

Altamont Pass alternatives are burdened with considerable right-of-
way and logistical constraints.  The East Bay alignment segment 
south of Fremont would need to be constructed along I-880 south of 
Mission Boulevard towards San Jose with the potential for a long 
process with Caltrans to define and construct the elevated HST 
trackway within the freeway right-of-way.  Caltrans has serious 
concerns about construction within the constrained I-880 median.  
The Tri-Valley PAC (a partnership that includes the cities of Dublin, 
Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy along with 
transportation providers LAVTA, ACE, and BART) has raised serious 
concerns regarding land use compatibility and right-of-way 
constraints and the need for aerial structures through the Tri-Valley 
area.  All Altamont Pass alternatives have tunneling/seismic issues 
(Calaveras Fault) in the Pleasanton Ridge/Niles Canyon area as well 
as seismic issues in the East Bay (Hayward Fault).  The City of 
Fremont opposes the Altamont Pass network alternative as does the 
City of Pleasanton although Pleasanton remains “open” to 
terminating Altamont alternatives in Livermore.  In its adopted 
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Regional Rail Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, the MTC raised 
certain issues associated with an East Bay HST alignment to Oakland 
and San Jose and MTC is not recommending an East Bay alignment.  
The Authority and FRA examined these and other issues as 
discussed below and concurred with MTC’s evaluation of not 
recommending an East Bay alignment.  

• Right-of-Way Constraints and Duplicate Investment – 
Commitments have already been made to improve Capitol 
Corridor service and to extend BART to San Jose but these 
improvements would not be compatible with HST service, which 
would need to use separate tracks.  Non-electric, conventional 
Capitol Corridor trains will continue to share track with standard 
freight services in the constrained UPRR owned right-of-way.  
When fully developed, BART and Capitol Corridor will provide 
complementary rail options with BART serving more local stops 
and Capitol Corridor primarily serving regional stops.  The capital 
cost of the East Bay line segment is approximately $4.9-billion. 

• Risk of UPRR Right-of-Way Agreement – There is considerable 
risk in securing an agreement from UPRR to obtain the right to 
construct additional tracks for the HST along the Niles 
Subdivision where the high-speed alignment is proposed 
between Mission Boulevard and Oakland.  

• Potential Environmental Justice Concerns – The environmental 
screening in the MTC Regional Rail Plan indicated potential 
concerns with construction of a new elevated alignment though 
existing urbanized areas especially in the East Bay between 
Fremont and Oakland. 

• Right-of-Way Constraints within I-880 – The East Bay alignment 
segment south of Fremont would need to be constructed along 
I-880 freeway south of Mission Boulevard towards San Jose with 
the potential for a long process with Caltrans to define and 
construct the elevated HST trackway within the freeway right-of-
way. Caltrans has serious concerns about construction within the 
constrained median. 

The Altamont Pass network alternatives that require a new transbay 
tube to serve San Francisco would have significant potential 
environmental impacts on aquatic and sensitive resources, 
considerable construction issues and very high and unpredictable 
costs.  These alternatives would have over 38 acres of potential 
direct impacts on the San Francisco Bay and other waterbodies and 
more than 33 acres of potential direct impacts on wetlands, 70% of 
that occurring within the area of the Bay.  The Altamont Pass 
network alternatives that require an elevated Bay crossing or a 
tunnel along the Dumbarton corridor to serve San Francisco would 
have even greater potential environmental impacts.  These 
alternatives would also impact the nationally recognized Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  The network 
alternatives crossing at this location would result in more than 39 
acres of potential direct impacts on the Bay and other waterbodies 
and up to 46.3 acres of potential direct impacts on wetlands, 73% 
occurring within the area of the Bay.  For any alternatives that 
include a new Bay crossing, extensive coordination would be 
required with the USACE under section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act, the USFWS, and the California Coastal Commission.  Proposed 
facilities crossing the Bay would also be subject to the USACE, CDFG, 
and BCDC permit processes and approval would be time consuming 
and uncertain.  

The Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) would have 
greater environmental impacts, construction issues and logistical 
constraints in general than either Altamont or Pacheco due to the 
sheer increase in size of the HST system.  The USEPA concluded that 
the Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) network 
alternatives are not likely to contain the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Alternative (LEDPA), an important Clean Water Act 
requirement. 

In acknowledgment that the Altamont Pass provides superior travel 
times between Sacramento/Northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay 
Area, and that there is great potential for serving long-distance 
commuters in this corridor, the Authority is pursuing a partnership 
with local and regional agencies and transit providers to propose and 
develop a joint-use (“Regional Rail” and HST) infrastructure project 
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in the Altamont Pass corridor – as advocated in MTC’s recently 
approved “Regional Rail Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area.”  
Regionally provided commuter services would require regional 
investment for additional infrastructure needs and potentially would 
need operational subsidies.  The Authority cannot unilaterally plan 
for regionally operated commuter services.  The Altamont Pass 
corridor improvements will be pursued as an independent project 
with a different purpose and need from the proposed HST system, 
that would accommodate HST service as well as “regional rail” 
(regionally operated long-distance commuter services).   

For more detailed information regarding the identification of the 
preferred alternative, the comparison of alternatives, and the 
“Altamont Pass Project” please see Chapter 8, “Preferred HST 
Alignments and Station Location Options” and the “Summary” 
chapter of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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STANDARD RESPONSE 4 

The Role of the HST System in Influencing Growth  

Some comments questioned the role of the HST system in 
influencing growth, and the HST system’s influence on station areas 
and local jurisdiction’s growth. 

The Authority and FRA agree that the HST system has the potential 
to induce growth.  Indeed, results from the growth inducement 
analysis in Chapter 5 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS show that the 
HST alternatives are projected to induce more population and 
employment than the No Project alternative in each analysis county.  
However, the results show that overall population and employment 
levels of the HST alternatives are on the same order of magnitude as 
the No Project alternative.   

Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the technical report on economic growth 
effects1 provides a detailed review of growth inducing differences 
between the alternatives, and these differences are fully disclosed in 
summary fashion in Section 5.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  
These discussions are based on information derived from a multi-
tiered analytic process and state-of-the art economic forecasting 
tools.   

The analysis results support the conclusions that the growth inducing 
effects and indirect impacts are similar between the HST and No-
Project alternatives at the program level of analysis, and that the 
Pacheco HST alternative has less of a regional growth inducing effect 
than the Altamont HST alternative.  Table 5.3-5 in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS shows that the Pacheco Pass network alternative could 
induce up to 1.2% population growth and 1.7% employment growth 
in the northern Central Valley (Sacramento County to Fresno 
County).  The Altamont HST alternative could induce up to 1.9% 
population growth and 2.3% employment growth in that area.  The 
reasons for this difference are two-fold: 
                                                
1 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; Economic Growth Effects Analysis for the Bay 
Area to Central Valley Program-Level Environmental Impact Report and Tier 
1 Environmental Impact Statement – Final Report; July 2007. 

• While Pacheco traverses more undeveloped land than Altamont, 
station location (rather than HST alignment characteristics) is 
the primary determinant of growth inducement.  Altamont is 
likely to have more stations than Pacheco in the Bay Area to 
Central Valley corridor. 

• All Altamont and Pacheco network alternatives provide HST 
station options in the same communities throughout the Central 
Valley and Southern California.  The only substantial difference 
outside of the Bay Area is that Altamont provides the opportunity 
for an additional HST station in Tracy, which is near other HST 
stations in Stockton and Modesto.  Within the Bay Area, the only 
potential station differences are in the provision of stations in 
southern Santa Clara County or eastern Alameda County.  While 
there are these minor differences, regional access to an HST 
station is relatively equal when similar Altamont and Pacheco 
network alternatives are compared. 

• Pacheco and Altamont provide relatively similar accessibility 
between the Bay Area and Southern Central Valley (Fresno to 
Bakersfield).  However, Altamont provides better accessibility 
between the Bay Area and Central Valley areas north of Merced 
due to more direct service and faster travel times.  Figure 1 
depicts this accessibility concept by showing areas that are 
within 90 minute door-to-door travel time of the “Golden 
Triangle” in San Jose.  This figure illustrates that most of the 
East Bay, South Bay, Peninsula, and Santa Cruz County are 
within 90 minutes auto travel time of the Golden Triangle.  The 
Pacheco HST alternative expands this accessibility into Northern 
San Benito County and locations immediately adjacent to the 
Merced and Fresno HST stations.  The Altamont HST alternative 
expands this accessibility over a larger portion of the East Bay as 
well as the most populated portions of San Joaquin and 
Stanislaus Counties. 
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Figure 1 – Accessibility Example to Bay Area Employment 
Centers 
 

 
Since growth inducement is directly related to the number of 
stations, station locations, and accessibility gains, Altamont has a 
slightly higher growth inducing potential than Pacheco. 

Growth inducement relative to base conditions is also a key 
consideration.  The growth inducement analysis in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS provides these types of comparisons.  The 
analysis found that the proportionate population and employment 
increase was of the same general scale in most counties. 

Regarding growth in the Los Banos area, the Authority took 
affirmative action to eliminate a potential Los Banos HST station as 
part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (see Chapter 8.6.2), stating: 

The Authority also has determined that the Pacheco Pass alignment 
HST station at Los Banos (Western Merced County) should not be 
pursued in subsequent environmental reviews because of low intercity 
ridership projections for this site, limited connectivity and accessibility, 
and potential impacts to water resources and threatened and 
endangered species.  

Nothing in the Bay Area to Central Valley Draft Program EIR/EIS 
alters this prior decision regarding a Los Banos HST station.  In fact, 
the Staff Recommendation for the Preferred HST Alternative states: 

Staff also recommends that the Authority re-affirm its Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS decision that there will be no stations between Gilroy 
and Merced and dismiss from further consideration the potential “Fleet 
Storage/Service and Inspection/Light Maintenance” location near Los 
Banos. 

While the lack of a station does not prevent residents of Los Banos 
from using the HST, it would not be the most convenient choice (in 
terms of time and cost) for commute trips between Los Banos and 
the Bay Area.  For example, a trip from Los Banos to the Golden 
Triangle on the HST would entail a door-to-door journey of two 
hours and 36 minutes, including a 66 minute long driving trip to 
access the nearest station at Gilroy.  A similar trip could be made by 
private automobile in one hour and forty minutes.  Even a trip to 
Downtown San Jose from Los Banos will take about 120 minutes 
door to door) via HST compared to about 105 minutes via auto.  
These substantial time differences, in addition to the expense of 
taking HST, mean the HST will have no effect on accessibility 
between the Bay Area’s major job sites and the Los Banos area. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Standard Responses 
 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 19-11

 

The analysis results support a conclusion that the growth associated 
with HST will not substantially change the overall magnitude, 
location or style of growth in the study area.  Travel demand model 
results used for the growth inducement analysis indicate that the 
accessibility barriers that exist between Northern Central Valley 
housing and Bay Area jobs are largely overcome with the planned 
and programmed highway improvements included in the No Project 
alternative.  This result means that the Northern Central Valley is an 
attractive housing location for Bay Area job seekers under all system 
alternatives, including the No Project alternative.  Rather than 
encouraging additional sprawl, the HST will offer a market 
disincentive to low density design by creating station-area markets 
that can be developed according to the transit-oriented design 
principles outlined in Chapter 6.   

HST’s Influence on Station Areas and Local Jurisdiction’s Growth 

The growth analysis presented in Chapter 5 does not identify any 
significant impacts from the indirect effects of growth inducement at 
the program level of analysis. Therefore, it is not necessary to 
analyze or adopt specific mitigation strategies for indirect effects of 
growth inducement for Merced County, Madera County, or any other 
county.   

Notwithstanding the above, the Authority recognizes that future 
development intensification near stations may contribute to 
maximizing system wide ridership, supporting locally-adopted land 
use plan changes, reducing impacts to farmlands and reducing the 
extent of potential new urbanization.  To capture this potential, the 
Authority has articulated a number of general principles for HST 
Station Area Development that are described in Chapter 6 of the 
Program EIR/EIS.  These principles will be at the forefront during 
project-level environmental review of selection of station sites and in 
implementing station development.   

HST station area development principles draw on transit-oriented 
design strategies that have been effective at focusing compact 
growth within walking distance of rail stations and other transit 
facilities.  The Authority recognizes that land use is generally within 
the purview of local government and acknowledges the fact that 

local governments will play a key role in implementing station area 
development.  This role would include adopting plans, policies, 
zoning provisions and incentives for higher densities, and by 
approving a mix of urban land uses within at least a ½ mile radius 
around proposed HST stations. 

The statewide HST system is likely to have more than 20 stations.  
The Authority has the powers necessary to oversee the construction 
and operation of a statewide high-speed rail system and to purchase 
the land required for the infrastructure and operation of the system.  
The powers and responsibility needed to focus growth and station 
area development guidelines in the areas around high speed rail 
stations, however, will continue to reside primarily with local 
government. 

Through subsequent project development and environmental 
processes, the Authority will determine final station sites.  The 
Authority has determined that station-area development and value-
capture at and around station sites are essential for promoting HST 
ridership, and recognizes the need to work with local governments to 
ensure that effective land use policies are adopted and 
implemented.2  Thus, the Authority will work closely with 
communities being considered for HST stations throughout future 
environmental review processes and the implementation of HST. 

Significant growth is expected in large areas of California with or 
without an HST system.  The proposed HST system, however, would 
be consistent with and promote the state’s adopted smart growth 
principles3, and by providing a market rationale for development 
intensification near HST stations could be a catalyst for wider 
adoption of smart growth.  The No Project alternative does not 
provide the same market rationale or smart growth incentives.

                                                
2 As part of “Staff Recommendations” adopted at the January 26, 2005 Authority 
Board Meeting in Sacramento. 
3 As expressed in the Wiggins Bill (AB857, 2003) and in government code 65041.1. 
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STANDARD RESPONSE 5 

The Role of Mitigation Strategies  

Some comments suggested the mitigation strategies in the EIR/EIS 
are too general and that the EIR/EIS should revise them to make 
them more specific. 

This Program EIR/EIS identifies general mitigation strategies that the 
Authority and the FRA will consider and refine into specific mitigation 
measures in future project-level environmental documents needed to 
implement the HST system.  This approach is consistent with the 
concept of tiering.  Where, as here, a lead agency is analyzing the 
environmental impacts of a broad decision at a landscape level, it 
would be premature to develop precise mitigation measures, which 
will need to be tailored to the type of “on the ground” impacts 
anticipated for constructing or operating specific portions of the HST 
system. 

The mitigation strategies, along with project design practices lay out 
actions that will be taken to avoid or reduce identified impacts.  
These strategies were identified to avoid or minimize significant 
adverse environmental effects.  The mitigation strategies identified 
have been applied to projects throughout the State, country, Europe, 
and Japan and have been shown to be effective, which is in fact the 
reason they are included in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The adopted 
strategies will be enforceable and capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time. 

As part of the approval of the project and certification of the 
Program EIR, these strategies will be included in a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP) to be adopted by the 
Authority Board.  Likewise the MMRP will be incorporated in the 
Record of Decision issued by the FRA.  Once adopted, this MMRP will 
be  enforceable under CEQA, committing the Authority to these 
strategies. 

Detailed site-specific mitigation measures can and will be defined 
during the project-level EIR/EIS phase, following more detailed 
preliminary engineering and field reviews focused on the alternative 

selected at the program level.  The mitigation strategies will be used 
to develop appropriate mitigation measures to address site-specific 
impacts identified at the project level. 

For instance, use of noise walls is a mitigation strategy for noise 
impacts.  The appropriate locations, lengths, height, and design of 
these walls will be defined during the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review, when detailed field studies are 
performed.  For the program-level review, it is not practical, given 
the time and costs, to define specific noise wall locations, heights, or 
design, nor would such information be meaningful since the location 
of the alignment is likely to shift vertically and horizontally during 
preliminary engineering and project level environmental review.   

This example applies to all of the mitigation strategies in this 
Program EIR/EIS, and is fully consistent with typical project planning 
and the environmental review requirements.  Mitigation measures 
are refined as the planning and engineering progress from the 
conceptual to preliminary to final project design phases.  For 
example, the exact location, length, and materials used for noise 
walls may change even between preliminary and final design. 

As this planning and engineering process progresses, and as project 
elements are more precisely defined, further review of project 
impacts occurs to assure that impacts are still being mitigated to the 
extent feasible and that no new significant impacts are introduced.  
Environmental laws and implementing requirements prescribe the 
procedures to be followed should new significant impacts be 
revealed. 

Some comments suggest that this approach amounts to deferral of 
mitigation.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS does not defer mitigation but 
rather provides an extensive list of mitigation strategies that will be 
further reviewed, refined and applied at the project-level. 

This approach is fully consistent with CEQA and NEPA.  FRA and the 
Authority have, as part of the statewide program EIR/EIS process, 
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committed to applying design practices and mitigation strategies in 
examining subsequent project activities, and intend to make similar 
commitments at the conclusion of this Program EIR/EIS.  
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Comment Letter F001 (Zoe Lofgren, et al., Congress of the United States, August 20, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F001 (Zoe Lofgren, et al., Congress of the United States, August 20, 2007) 

F001-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) appreciate the support for the high-
speed train (HST) system from U.S. Congress members Lofgren, 
Honda, Fan, Lantos, and Eshoo. 

F001-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

The support of the Pacheco Pass Alternative is consistent with the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final Program 
EIR/EIS) (Chapter 8).   

F001-3 
The level of HST service to the major urban areas played an 
important part in the identification of the Preferred Alternative.  
Impacts on natural resources, including the crossing of San 
Francisco Bay and the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge, also played an important part in the identification of 
the Preferred Alternative.  
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Comment Letter F002 (Peter A. Cross, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, July 23, 2007) 
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Comment Letter F002 – Continued 
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Comment Letter F002 – Continued 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Federal Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 20-6

 

Response to Letter F002 (Peter A. Cross, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, July 23, 2007) 

 
F002-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  As 
noted in the Summary, Section 3.15, and Chapters 7 and 8, the 
Preferred Alternative and the other alternatives reviewed may result 
in adverse impacts on sensitive species and habitat.  Future project-
level analyses would include focused surveys for state and federal 
threatened and endangered species and detailed identification of 
habitat, wildlife movement/migration corridors, and wetlands and 
water resources to further identify impacts and develop site-specific 
mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.   

F002-2 
The Final Program EIR/EIS does not identify, and the Preferred 
Alternative does not include, a site for a fleet storage/service and 
inspection/light maintenance facility along the Henry Miller alignment 
alternative in the vicinity of Los Banos.    

Comment acknowledged.  Castle Air Force Base (AFB) is the 
preferred site for a fleet storage/service and inspection/light 
maintenance facility.  Agencies and the public have raised 
considerable concerns regarding potential environmental impacts 
related to the suggested maintenance facilities site near Los Banos, 
whereas there is strong agency and public support in the Merced 
region for a maintenance facility at Castle AFB.  The maintenance 
facility site near Los Banos should be eliminated from further 
investigation.    

F002-3 
Responses to comments on species and habitat are below. 

F002-4 
The FRA would initiate Section 7 consultation to satisfy the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act when individual 
sections of the proposed HST system are advanced to project-level 
environmental review.  Upon project-level initiation of Section 7 
consultation, for project study areas, the Authority and FRA would 
accomplish the steps identified by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior (DOI) by (1) identifying the conservation needs of each 
listed species with the potential to be affected by the project, (2) 
identifying the threats to each listed species’ conservation related to 
the project, (3) identifying species conservation or management 
units and the threats affecting those units, (4) identifying 
conservation goals for species framed within the context of the HST 
program, and (5) developing conservation/management unit 
strategies.  The Authority and FRA would prepare a biological 
assessment to address the affected conservation/management units 
identified during the Tier 2 project-level environmental reviews, 
when more specific data will be available for HST design parameters 
and HST alignment alignments. 

F002-5 
Refer to Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox. 

F002-6 
The Authority and FRA are committed to working with resource 
agencies to develop site-specific mitigation and impact avoidance 
strategies during project-level review, taking into consideration local 
and regional plans and policies.  This will include, where feasible, 
measures to avoid or minimize impacts on lands protected by 
conservation easements. 

Mitigation strategies in the Final Program EIR/EIS include 
participation in or contribution to existing or proposed conservation 
banks or natural management areas, including possible acquisition, 
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preservation, or restoration of habitats; purchase of credits from an 
existing mitigation bank; and participation in an existing habitat 
conservation plan (HCP).  Future project-level analysis will identify 
the potential for habitat conservation through acquisition of fee title 
or easements.  In the Pacheco Pass area, there are opportunities to 
help preserve habitat for kit fox, tiger salamander, and red-legged 
frog for mitigation, as demonstrated by the conservation strategy of 
the Santa Clara Valley HCP/Natural Community Conservation Plan 
(NCCP) (in Santa Clara County).  There are also such opportunities in 
western Merced County.   See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the 
Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or 
open space easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

F002-7 
The HST has been designed to be primarily co-located with other 
transportation infrastructure and to be integrated with transit 
services.  Because the HST serves large metropolitan areas with few 
stations, it would tend to encourage growth in existing urban areas 
and help to combat sprawl.  Through interagency coordination, the 
Authority and FRA will continue to work with resource agencies, 
including the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), to avoid or 
minimize impacts on endangered species and, where appropriate, 
mitigate significant impacts. In addition, at the project level the 
Authority and FRA will be complying with requirements to mitigate 
impacts on endangered species and participating in ongoing habitat 
conservation efforts.  The cumulative impact analysis in Section 3.17 
took into consideration other regionally significant transportation and 
development projects, including the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) Regional Rail Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 
(September 2007).   

F002-8 
Although the reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on the 
roadways is a benefit of the HST, removal of roads from the street 
and highway system is not part of the Authority mandate or program 
and the effect of the HST program on VMT is not expected to make 
any roads redundant or unnecessary.  As the HST design progresses, 

the Authority will be cognizant of the effects that the linear HST 
system will have on access to all property, regardless of the use 
(farmland, residential, open space, etc.).  At the project level, the 
environmental analysis would address any little-used roads that may 
be closed at the HST right-of-way line, and alternative routes over or 
under the line.   

F002-9 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, along Henry Miller Road.  Please see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Grassland Ecological Area (GEA) North 
alignment alternative was analyzed in the document, but it will not 
receive further consideration, if the Preferred Alternative is selected 
to move forward.  The Preferred Alternative, to a large extent, uses 
existing transportation corridors and rail lines to minimize potential 
impacts.  

The analysis of potential biological impacts considered direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts.  Potential impacts on amphibians 
and shrimp likely would be from indirect effects on the hydrology of 
ponds and vernal pools near HST alignments.  Impacts on giant 
garter snakes would be limited to upland impacts immediately 
adjacent to known breeding sites (agricultural ditches and canals 
and wetlands).  Focused surveys and impact analyses will be 
conducted as part of a subsequent project-level environmental 
document.  These surveys, and the coordination required as part of 
the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, will help determine 
specific mitigation measures.  The Authority and FRA will consider 
mitigation measures at the project level, including HST alignments 
that span wetlands, canals, or ditches; therefore, direct impacts on 
breeding habitat would be limited.  The Authority also has identified 
as a mitigation strategy participating in or contributing to existing or 
proposed conservation banks or natural management areas, 
including possible acquisition, preservation, or restoration of 
habitats.  See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s 
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commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or open space 
easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

Subsequent surveys and delineations conducted at the project level 
will be used to identify the potential for specific biological resource 
impacts related to potential habitat loss and degradation, habitat 
fragmentation, barriers to dispersal, exposure to noise, artificial 
lighting, electromagnetism, hazardous waste, pesticides, and ground 
vibrations, mortality from train strikes, potential for degraded 
hydrological functioning, potential for degraded or impaired soil 
nutrient cycling, and secondary impacts of growth.  The proposed 
mitigation strategies in this Final Program EIR/EIS will be developed 
into specific mitigation measures to address specific impacts when 
more impact detail is known at the project level.  

Refer to Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox. 

F002-10 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, which includes the Henry Miller alignment alternative and 
would not affect the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
because it is more than 2 miles away.   

The Santa Nella area (surrounding the O’Neill Forebay) is thought to 
be an important connection point for San Joaquin kit fox moving 
between their core range along the western edge of the San Joaquin 
Valley and points to the north in western Merced, western 
Stanislaus, eastern Alameda, and eastern Contra Costa Counties.  A 
recent analysis by HT Harvey & Associates suggested that the many 
human-made structures in the vicinity likely have constrained 
movement of San Joaquin kit fox to just two narrow primary 
corridors.  One human-made structure funnels movement north and 
south to a corridor as narrow as 400 ft along the base of the San 
Luis Dam.  Secondary movement may occur during low-traffic 
periods on the four-lane State Route 152 overpass over the O’Neill 
Forebay.  Secondary movement also may occur on one of the two-
lane bridges over the State Water Project aqueduct, particularly the 
one at the base of the O’Neill Forebay near the pump station.  

Continuing development in Santa Nella likely will further constrain 
movement of kit fox through this area.  Because the core 
populations of kit fox are located to the south, most movement in 
this area likely occurs from south to north.  Recent intensive surveys 
for kit fox in eastern Contra Costa and eastern Alameda Counties 
have failed to find any sign of kit fox breeding or movement, 
suggesting population density north of Santa Nella is very low and 
unlikely to be much of a source of individuals moving north to south.  

The proposed Henry Miller alignment alternative occurs north of the 
O’Neill Forebay and the San Luis Reservoir, approximately 3.5 miles 
north of the primary pinch-point of kit fox movement at the base of 
the San Luis Dam.  Because of this distance, the HST would not 
further narrow or limit the movement options available for kit fox 
traversing around the San Luis Reservoir or O’Neill Forebay.  Figure 
3.15-3 has been revised to include the movement route through 
Santa Nella along the west side of Interstate 5 (I-5) (this route is 
implied from the kit fox habitat shown in Figure 3.15-1 but is more 
explicit in Figure 3.15-3).   

The specifics of the quality, quantity, and location of the biological 
and habitat resources and potential impacts will be established at 
the Tier 2 project level based on detailed surveys and habitat 
assessment.  At that time, mitigation strategies will be refined and 
coordinated with the resource agencies and mitigation measures 
identified.  Mitigation strategies to minimize impacts on sensitive 
species and habitat and wildlife movement corridors are included in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  These include:  

• Construct wildlife underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts to 
facilitate known wildlife movement corridors. 

• Ensure that wildlife crossings are of a design, shape, and size to 
be sufficiently attractive to encourage wildlife use. 

• Provide appropriate vegetation around wildlife overcrossings and 
undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements. 

• Establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected 
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability. 
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• Design protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in 
consultation with resource agencies. 

• Use aerial structures or tunnels to allow unhindered crossing by 
wildlife. 

F002-11 
Refer to Response to Comment F002-6 regarding conservation 
measures.  Future project-level HST costs will include the costs of 
mitigation measures for biological and aquatic resource impacts. 

F002-12 
The Authority and FRA have determined that the HST system would 
reduce traffic congestion.  The Authority and FRA agree that the HST 
Program presents an opportunity to improve environmental and 
habitat conditions for the nation's species in the form of repair, 
restoration, and enhancement of the environment for listed species. 
The Authority and FRA agree that a healthy ecosystem benefits all. 
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Comment Letter F003 (Billie Blue Elliston, Ione Band of Miwok Indians, August 7, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F003 (Billie Blue Elliston, Ione Band of Miwok Indians, August 7, 2007) 

F003-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The proposed HST system would be 
subject to Section 106 (also see response to F004).  This commenter 
requests to be kept informed of new developments in the project.  
As for all commenters, this name and address have been added to 
the Authority mailing list for periodic updates. 
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Comment Letter F004 (Blythe Semmer, ACHP, August 10, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F004 (Blythe Semmer, ACHP, August 10, 2007) 

F004-1 
As allowed under 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
§800.4(b)(2), a phased approach to identification of historic 
properties can be used when the proposed undertaking involves 
corridors.  The Authority and FRA determined through background 
research, consultation, and abbreviated field reconnaissance that 
historic properties likely exist along various corridor alignment 
alternatives.   

As part of the statewide program EIR/EIS (California High-Speed Rail 
Authority and Federal Railroad Administration 2005), FRA initiated 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) in 
November 2002.  The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
concurred with a phased identification effort for historic properties, 
as provided for in 36 CFR §800.4 (b)(2).  The phased identification 
effort continued for this Program EIR/EIS and is discussed in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources.   

At a subsequent project stage and under Section 106 and 
implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800), full identification efforts 
will proceed, and resources will be evaluated using National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical 
Resources eligibility criteria.  The Authority and FRA will consult with 
the SHPO on determinations of eligibility and adverse effects.  
Mitigation measures needed to address impacts on specific resources 
will be incorporated in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among 
the SHPO, FRA, and the Authority during the preparation of site-
specific environmental documentation.  FRA will notify the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation of any adverse effect 
determinations, in accordance with the Section 106 implementing 
regulations.  Further consultation also will occur at the project level 
with the Native American Heritage Commission and with Native 
American groups. 
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Comment Letter F005 (Kim Forrest, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, September 27, 2007) 
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Comment Letter F005 - Continued 
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Response to Letter F005 (Kim Forrest, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, September 27, 
2007) 

F005-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

F005-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, which includes the Henry Miller alignment alternative and 
therefore would not affect the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge 
Complex.  The Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) does not include a 
station in the Los Banos/Gustine/Santa Nella area. 

The discussions of biological and wetlands impacts and mitigation 
strategies are found in Section 3.15, as are design practices that 
have been incorporated into the project to avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate any potential impacts.  As noted in Section 2.3.2, design 
practices include co-locating the HST with other transportation 
corridors, culverts, and passageway constructed at appropriate 
intervals to allow the movement of wildlife species, and placement of 
the trackway on bridges or elevated structures across wetlands, 
water bodies, or sensitive natural communities.  Additionally, the 
HST right-of-way width could be reduced in constrained areas to 
minimize impacts on biological resources.   

The program EIR/EIS analyzed two Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives that would cross the area designated as the GEA.  These 
included the GEA North alignment alternative and the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative.  

The GEA North alignment would extend through the northwest 
portion of the GEA, including the California Department of Fish and 
Game– (CDFG-) managed North Grasslands Wildlife Management 
Area (WMA), San Luis National Wildlife Refuge, and the Great Valley 
Grasslands State Park.  State Route 140 also extends through the 
GEA just south of the GEA North alignment alternative.  Other 
development in this area of the GEA includes roads (Santa Fe Grade, 

Preston Road), canals, farm operations, and agriculture.  This 
alignment alternative would result in a potentially significant impact 
because it would not be co-located with an existing transportation or 
utility corridor, it would bisect and fragment the North Grasslands 
WMA, and it would result in impacts on the refuge and the state 
park in addition to biological resources and wetlands as identified in 
Section 3.15.  These impacts played an important part in the 
identification of the Preferred Alternative, which does not include the 
GEA North alignment. 

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the generally designated GEA area and would 
be immediately adjacent to the roadway where it crosses areas now 
managed by public agencies.  This alignment alternative would be 
adjacent to the existing Henry Miller Road and would avoid or 
minimize potential impacts on biological resources.  The western 
portion crossed by the alignment alternative closest to Los Banos 
would extend adjacent to Henry Miller Road and the San Luis 
Wasteway and cross Ingomar Road ½ mile south of the Volta 
Wildlife Area.  This area of the GEA currently is bisected by 
transportation and infrastructure facilities, including rail and 
roadways, and also includes housing development, farm operations, 
and land under active agricultural production.  The other area of the 
GEA crossed by the alignment along Henry Miller Road is south of 
the CDFG Los Banos Wildlife Area parking lot and 2 miles south of 
the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge.  This segment would be 
immediately adjacent to the roadway by the wildlife area and would 
not extend into the Refuge.  As shown on the current conceptual 
plans, the alignment would extend approximately 3.3 miles on 
elevated structure, through the GEA area along Henry Miller Road.  
This area of the GEA is bisected by Henry Miller Road, State Route 
165, Baker Road, Delta Road, Santa Fe Grade, Criswell Avenue, and 
a number of human-made canals and includes housing development, 
farm operations, and land under active agricultural production.   



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Federal Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 20-17

 

Use of the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not be expected 
to result in further fragmentation of habitat in the GEA because the 
alignment is adjacent to Henry Miller Road, an existing entity, and 
would be elevated for almost half the distance through the GEA.  
Both the general area designation of the GEA and the establishment 
of the USFWS Grasslands WMA occurred well after roads, utilities, 
farms, and residences were well established, and the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative would not result in additional fragmentation.  
The boundaries for the GEA and the WMA may change.  Expanding 
the WMA does not mean that all properties within it are, or would 
be, under conservation easements.  An Environmental Assessment 
prepared in 2005 by the USFWS supported its decision to expand the 
general area by an additional 46,400 acres.  The USFWS and other 
agencies may seek to acquire easements, lands, or interests in lands 
from willing sellers, as funds allow, but landowners are not required 
to participate and their lands have no regulatory restrictions placed 
on them as a result of the 2005 review by the USFWS. 

The program-level environmental analysis provided in Section 3.15 
identifies potential impacts that the alignment alternatives and 
station location options may have on wildlife corridors, special-status 
wildlife and plant species, wetlands, conservation plans, special 
management areas and vegetation communities.  Broad program 
mitigation strategies also are identified in Section 3.15.5.  The HST 
system would include fencing, catenary supports, and soundwalls 
(where needed to mitigate noise impacts).  Impacts of these 
elements on biological resources will be fully evaluated at the project 
level when more details of these elements have been identified.  It 
should be noted there are a number of existing canals, electrical 
lines and power poles, substantial berms, and fences along Henry 
Miller Road.   

The analysis in Section 3.15 also identifies the need for field 
reconnaissance–level surveys to be conducted as part of the future 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis.  These future surveys will 
determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along the entire 
preferred HST network alternative, including Henry Miller Road, and 
surrounding areas.  This detailed analysis will identify specifically 
where there are construction and operation impacts, including noise 

and vibration, on critical wildlife corridors, wetlands, sensitive 
habitat, and special-status species, and the project’s potential to 
affect waterfowl/waterbird nesting and breeding and mortality.  The 
Henry Miller alignment and other alignments using Pacheco Pass will 
be further designed at the project level to avoid or minimize 
potential impacts.  Mitigation strategies identified at the program 
level will be refined and applied at the project level to mitigate 
significant impacts.  The Authority and FRA will continue 
coordination with all agencies and organizations involved to identify 
specific issues and develop solutions that avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate potential biological impacts. The Authority and FRA also 
have committed to investigating site-specific location and design 
alternatives for the preferred alignment alternative and station 
location options, including avoidance and minimization alternatives, 
during the Tier 2, project-level environmental review.  This includes 
evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of the current 
proposed Henry Miller alignment alternative.  See also Section 3.15.5 
regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

There is no site for a station in the vicinity of the Los Banos, Gustine, 
or Santa Nella area in the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority has 
determined that a station in any of these areas should not be 
pursued in any subsequent environmental analysis. 

F005-3 
The Final Program EIR/EIS does not identify, and the Preferred 
Alternative does not include, any site for a fleet storage/service and 
inspection/light maintenance facility along the Henry Miller Road 
section of the proposed alignment in the vicinity of Los Banos.    

F005-4 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth inducement. 

F005-5 
The GEA is discussed and described in Section 3.15.  Additional 
discussion of the USFWS conservation easements has been included 
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in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  The text has been revised to clarify 
that the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not affect the San 
Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex within the area identified as 
the GEA. 

F005-6 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F005-7 
The Preferred Alternative presented in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  To improve connectivity and passenger rail service in the 
region, the Authority is working with the region’s transit providers 
and planning agencies to assist in identifying regional rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  These improvements would 
not meet the purpose of and need for the HST system but rather are 
an opportunity for the region to improve mobility and access in this 
corridor and provide connectivity to the HST system.  These 
improvements would need to undergo their own environmental 
review and would be subject to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements 
and regulations to the extent federal agency actions are involved.  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F005-8 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F005-9 
The Preferred Alternative presented in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
most likely to yield the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA).  Additionally, the Authority and FRA have 
identified design modifications and mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts on waters of the United States, wildlife corridors, and 
species habitat.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 

Program EIR/EIS is the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, with San 
Francisco and San Jose Termini, which includes the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 
8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  This alternative would not directly affect the San Luis 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, existing wildlife management 
areas, state parks, or established wildlife protection areas in the area 
generally identified as the GEA.  Future project-level analyses would 
include focused surveys for species state- or federally listed as 
threatened and endangered and detailed identification of habitat, 
wildlife movement/migration corridors, and wetlands and water 
resources to further identify impacts and develop site-specific 
mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.  The Authority and FRA will continue to work with the 
USFWS and the CDFG to identify conservation measures to further 
enhance resource protections within the GEA.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 
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Comment Letter F006 (Gene K. Fong, U.S. Department of Transportation, September 28, 2007) 
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Response to Letter F006 (Gene K. Fong, U.S. Department of Transportation, September 28, 2007 ) 

F006-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter F007 (Nova Blazej, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter F007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter F007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter F007 - Continued 
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Comment Letter F007 - Continued 
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Response to Letter F007 (Nova Blazej, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, October 26, 2007) 

F007-1 
The process outlined in the June 12, 2006, MOU for integrating the 
requirements of NEPA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is 
being implemented in this Program EIR/EIS and will be further 
implemented in the Tier 2 project-level document.  The alignments 
and stations included in the Preferred Alternative are most likely to 
yield the LEDPA. 

F007-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA’s) rating of the project as Environmental Concerns—
Insufficient Information (EC-2).  See the Final Program EIR/EIS and 
these responses to comments for additional information on how 
EPA’s issues have been addressed. 

F007-3 
Comment acknowledged.  This Final Program EIR/EIS has taken into 
consideration the concerns of EPA, including identification of the 
alternative corridor(s) most likely to yield the LEDPA, growth-related 
impacts, and cumulative impacts on resources of concern.  The EPA 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concurred that the Pacheco 
Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, 
would be most likely to yield the LEDPA. 

F007-4 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA met with EPA on 
January 30, 2008, to discuss Section 404(b)(1) issues and comments 
on the 2007 Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

F007-5 
Comment acknowledged.   

F007-6  
The Authority and FRA consulted with EPA to assist in identifying the 
corridor(s) most likely to yield the LEDPA.  The EPA concurred that 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, would be most likely to yield the LEDPA.  The Tier 2 EIS will 
analyze specific alignment and station location options in the corridor 
of the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San 
Jose Termini.  The Authority and FRA will continue to work with the 
EPA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and other agencies to determine 
specific mitigation measures to further minimize impacts on aquatic 
and biological resources. 

F007-7 
The network alternatives that include both Pacheco and Altamont 
Passes were not identified as preferred.  See Chapter 8 of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative, the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  The EPA concurred that the preferred Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, would be 
most likely to yield the LEDPA.  

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

F007-8 
The analysis described in the Program EIR/EIS took into 
consideration the direct and indirect impacts on aquatic and 
biological resources as well as other environmental concerns. The 
alternatives analysis discussed in the Summary has been updated to 
include both the direct and indirect impacts on resources of concern.   

F007-9 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the Pacheco Pass alignments 
need substantial design modifications.  Several design elements have 
been employed at the program level to minimize or avoid direct and 
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indirect impacts on resources of concern, including tunneling, 
elevated alignments, and alignments adjacent to existing 
transportation rights-of-way.  Direct and indirect impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS will be 
further minimized through project design features.  The Pacheco 
Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, 
would include tunnels and elevated structures to minimize impacts 
on streams, water bodies, wetlands, wildlife movement corridors, 
and sensitive species and habitat.  As shown on the current 
conceptual plans, the alignment along Henry Miller Road, for 
example, would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure, which could potentially reduce total direct impacts on 
wetlands by approximately 3.25 acres and indirect impacts by 421 
acres.  More detail both in project refinement and specific on-the-
ground information would be developed in the Tier 2 process that 
would allow for greater avoidance.   

F007-10 
The Authority and FRA considered purpose and need, logistics, cost, 
technology, and availability, as well as impacts on aquatic resources 
and environmental impacts, in identifying the alternative most likely 
to yield the LEDPA.  Because of substantial impacts on San Francisco 
Bay and the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge, those network alternatives that included a Dumbarton 
Crossing were not identified as preferred.  In addition, those network 
alternatives that included a new transbay tube were not identified as 
preferred; they were identified to be impracticable because of the 
logistics of constructing the tube in San Francisco Bay and the high 
cost.   

F007-11 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth inducement.   

It is not possible to associate specific levels of 
population/employment growth, urbanization, and indirect impacts 
with individual stations.  The reason for this lack of association is 
that counties served as the primary geographic boundary for the 
growth inducement and secondary impact analysis, and it is not 

possible to associate individual stations with a county, even if there 
is only one station in a county.  Individual stations draw ridership 
from, and hence influence growth patterns within, catchment areas 
around each station.  The shape and size of these catchment areas 
do not necessarily follow political boundaries, and catchment areas 
for a given station vary based on the network, alignment, station, 
and operational features of a given alternative.  Because of the 
complex interaction among travel modes, HST station options, and 
the millions of origin-destination pairs in the study area, it is not 
possible to state that any given station leads to a specific amount of 
growth.   

While it may be possible to create an iterative analysis process that 
successively adds and subtracts stations to each network and 
alignment alternative, such a process would be time consuming and 
costly.  Further results from such an effort would be unlikely to show 
reliable and meaningful differences given that (a) changes in station 
location are relatively small in the context of the entire Bay Area to 
Central Valley study area, and (b) a county-level study frame was 
used for forecasting population, employment, and urbanization 
impacts.   

The basic relationships that drive differences in growth-related 
impacts between stations sites are described in Section 5.5 of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The underlying analysis was performed in a 
multi-tiered fashion by looking at macroscale economic effects, 
associating these effects with county-level population and 
employment changes, and then allocating these changes to 
development changes within individual hectare grids in each county.  
Indirect impacts for many resource categories were assessed within 
the hectare grids, and remaining resource categories were assessed 
around individual stations or within each county as appropriate.   

The commenter also requested that urbanization and indirect 
impacts be presented as a range (not a single value) for each 
county.  Point estimates of these estimates were prepared for a 
single representative network alternative for both Altamont and 
Pacheco.  The point estimates of growth inducement for population, 
employment, and urbanization rely heavily on forecasts of future 
base conditions prepared by third parties (e.g. California Department 
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of Finance, metropolitan planning organizations, etc.), and statistical 
models that produce deterministic rather than stochastic results.  
Therefore, it is not possible to independently produce high and low 
estimates of growth inducement without making speculative and 
unsubstantiated assumptions regarding changes to input variables or 
statistical models. 

Given the above, the information that would be needed to populate 
the tables and maps requested by the commenter is not currently 
available and cannot be reliably produced through reasonable 
efforts. 

F007-12 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth inducement.   

F007-13 
As noted on page 3.17-2, the cumulative impacts analysis conducted 
for this project analyzed cumulative impacts for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley HST project, including Pacheco Pass and Altamont 
Pass network alternatives and station location options.  Text has 
been added in this Final Program EIR/EIS specifically stating that this 
cumulative analysis is not tiered off the previous statewide document 
as it relates to the Bay Area to Central Valley study area.   

F007-14 
The Caltrans Cumulative Impact Assessment Guidance has been 
reviewed and was considered in the development of the cumulative 
impacts analysis.  The cumulative impacts of the HST system and 
other identifiable projects were addressed following the stated 
guidance.  The cumulative impacts analysis was prepared at a level 
commensurate with the analysis of other environmental impacts in 
the document.  Because the timing and order of implementation of 
individual segments of the HST system have not been determined, 
the ability to conduct further analysis is limited at the program level, 
as is the ability to identify projects whose impacts would accumulate 
with the HST impacts in the future.  Also the level of detail for the 
segments and many other projects has not been developed to the 
point where further analysis can occur at the program level.   

F007-15 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-16 
The study area used for each resource has been identified and is 
described in this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

F007-17 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-18 
The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project were 
evaluated as part of the cumulative impact analysis.  Text has been 
added to Section 3.17 that describes the direct and indirect impacts 
that might contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  

F007-19 
See Response to Comment F007-14.  Additional detail has been 
added to Appendix 3.17.A regarding the types of potential impacts 
that may result from the list of projects.  Text has been added to 
Section 3.17 that describes the direct and indirect impacts of other 
projects that might contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  
Additional analysis of cumulative impacts will be presented in 
project-level environmental documents.  

F007-20 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-21 
Comment acknowledged.  No further changes required.   

F007-22 
Proposed program mitigation strategies have been added to Section 
3.17 so that all mitigation for cumulative impacts is listed in one 
location.  The figure has been revised to better depict locations and 
titles for cumulative projects.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
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Plan will be prepared to ensure implementation of adopted 
mitigation strategies in project-level reviews.    

F007-23 
Proposed program mitigation strategies have been added to Section 
3.17 so that all mitigation is listed in one location.  In addition, the 
program mitigation strategies and design guidance that are adopted 
by the Authority and FRA as part of the approved project will be 
included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan prepared 
for CEQA compliance, as well as in the FRA Record of Decision.   
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Comment Letter F008 (G. Mendel Stewart, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, October 22, 
2007) 
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Response to Letter F008 (G. Mendel Stewart, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, October 22, 
2007) 

F008-1 
See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

Impacts on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge are discussed in the Program EIR/EIS.  Section 3.15 
acknowledges the refuge and the potential impacts of the alignment 
alternatives on biological resources and wetlands.  Chapter 7 also 
acknowledges the refuge and the potential impacts resulting from 
operation and construction of the network alternatives. The 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, which includes the Henry Miller Road alignment alternative 
and would not require a bay crossing or impact the refuge.  

F008-2 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
Detailed noise and vibration analyses and focused surveys would be 
conducted and specific temporary and permanent impacts and 
mitigation would be identified as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.  Mitigation strategies are identified in Section 
3.15 and include habitat replacement and revegetation, protection 
during construction, performance (growth) standards, maintenance 
criteria, and monitoring requirements.  In addition, construction 
could be phased around the breeding season for sensitive wildlife 
species.  For sensitive areas crossed by the proposed project 
alternatives, specific mitigation measures, including timing of 
construction, would be identified as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.   

F008-3 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  As 

noted in Section 3.15, the Dumbarton crossing was estimated to 
result in potential direct impacts on 34 acres of wetlands through the 
refuge.  To mitigate impacts on sensitive areas and habitat (as 
defined at the project level), in-line construction (i.e., use new rail 
infrastructure as it is built) will be used to transport equipment 
to/from the construction site and to transport excavated material 
away from the construction site to appropriate reuse or disposal 
sites.  Threatened and endangered species that may be affected are 
noted in Section 3.15 and listed in Appendix 3.15-A.  At the program 
level it was concluded that impacts on biological resources from 
construction, operation, and maintenance would remain significant, 
even with the application of mitigation strategies. 

F008-4 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
Predator access issue mitigation measures would be identified as 
part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis when more 
detailed design is available and field surveys have been conducted. 

F008-5 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
The cumulative impact analysis discussed in Section 3.17 includes 
the Dumbarton Rail Crossing project.  The potential for freight 
service is discussed in Chapter 2.  If the Authority decides to move 
forward with this service, additional analysis would be required as 
part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analyses to assess 
specific impacts.  

F008-6 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
The HST would be designed to have fully grade-separated tracks 
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with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train control 
systems to minimize the potential for derailment.  The Authority 
would build upon the extensive experience of HST operations in 
other countries.  Future HST Operations Plans will include 
emergency response measures.  FRA regulations also address safety 
concerns, and this system would comply with those regulations. 

F008-7 
Refer to Response to Comment F008-1 regarding potential impacts 
on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  
The construction cost associated with this crossing is estimated at 
from $1.5 billion (low bridge) to more than $3 billion (tube).  
Constructing a new bridge or tube crossing along the Dumbarton 
corridor would involve major construction activities in sensitive 
wetlands, saltwater marshes, and aquatic habitat, requiring special 
construction methods and mitigation.   

If a new crossing were constructed for the HST, it would not remove 
the need for the Dumbarton Rail Crossing project.  As noted in 
Chapter 2, the approval of Regional Measure 2 (RM2) in March 2004 
included funding to reconstruct the out-of-service Dumbarton Rail 
line between southern Alameda County and the San Francisco 
Peninsula.  The reconstructed rail bridge across the bay includes 
embankment, trestle structure, and two swing bridges; most of the 
segment is single track with limited passing sidings.  The Dumbarton 
Rail project would conflict with the proposed HST system.  The HST 
system planned for 2030 includes at least two tracks for all of the 
system and does not include a single track as planned for the 
Dumbarton Bridge, which would not accommodate HST service.  The 
HST system also would conflict with the Caltrain Joint Powers Board 
(JPB) electric multiple unit (EMU) option, which would not be 
compatible with HSTs currently in service around the world, nor with 
the similar EMUs proposed for use by the JPB.  If high-density 
regional rail service is developed in the future along this route, a 

double-track bridge across the bay would be necessary and likely 
would result in significant impacts on San Francisco Bay, Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, aquatic 
resources, and sensitive plant and wildlife species.   

F008-8 
Comment acknowledged.   
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 Comment Letter F009 (Joseph C. Pennino, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, October 24, 
2007) 
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Response to Letter F009 (Joseph C. Pennino, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, October 24, 
2007) 

F009-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that its proposed rail alignments 
may pass adjacent to or over properties owned by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and that such properties may be operated by the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation or CDFG. 

F009-2 
The Bureau of Reclamation will be on the mailing list for future 
project-level environmental reviews.  The Authority and FRA 
understand that approval would be required from the Reclamation 
Board prior to crossing its lands. 

F009-3 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the contact information from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 
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Comment Letter S001 (Jim Beall, Jr., Assembly California Legislature, September 18, 2007) 
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Response to Letter S001 (Jim Beall, Jr., Assembly California Legislature, September 18, 2007) 

S001-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final Program EIR/EIS) is the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, 
San Francisco and San Jose Termini. 

See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

S001-2 
The California High- Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) acknowledge the background 
information provided by Assembly Member Jim Beal, Jr. 

S001-3 
The Pacheco Pass Network Alternative has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  The statements 
made in support of this alternative in Assembly Member Jim Beal’s 
letter were among the reasons for identifying the Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. These reasons 
include direct connection between northern and southern California 
population centers; connectivity to other transit connections; service 
to the Salinas and Monterey Bay area via Gilroy; transit connection 
plans for the Santa Clara, San Mateo, and Alameda County areas; 
and the need to respond to the global warming issue.  During the 
project-level engineering and environmental review, decisions 
regarding the provision of parking facilities at high-speed train (HST) 
stations will take into account the level of existing or planned transit 
connectivity to that station. 
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Comment Letter S002 (Derrick J. Adachi, Department of Water Resources, August 20, 2007) 
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Response to Letter S002 (Derrick J. Adachi, Department of Water Resources, August 20, 2007) 

S002-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

S002-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA expect that the 
California Department of Water Resources will serve as a responsible 
agency for EIRs for individual sections of the HST system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from State Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 21-5

 

Comment Letter S003 (John Garamendi, Lieutenant Governor, August 28, 2007) 
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Response to Letter S003 (John Garamendi, Lieutenant Governor, August 28, 2007) 

S003-1 
In response to public requests such as this request from the 
Lieutenant Governor, the Authority and FRA added two additional 
public hearings on the Draft Program EIR/EIS: one in Stockton and 
one in Sacramento. The Authority Board identified service to 
Sacramento as part of the proposed HST system analyzed in its 
statewide program EIR/EIS (California High-Speed Rail Authority and 
Federal Railroad Administration 2005), which was certified by the 
Authority Board in 2005. 
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Comment Letter S004 (Brian Leahy, Department of Conservation, September 11, 2007) 
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Comment Letter S004 – Continued 
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Comment Letter S004 - Continued 
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Response to Letter S004 (Brian Leahy, Department of Conservation, September 11, 2007) 

S004-1 
Section 3.8, Agricultural Lands, used the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program and identified the farmlands potentially affected 
by the HST alignment alternatives and ancillary facilities.  Farmland 
categories analyzed included prime farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance, unique farmland, and farmland of local importance.  
These farmland categories were also mapped in relation to the 
alignment alternatives and station location options and illustrated in 
Figure 3.8-2.  Acreages of farmland, by category, that would 
potentially be converted were calculated and included in Table 3.8-1 
and in Appendix 3.8-A-1.  The study area was covered by Important 
Farmland Map boundaries.  

S004-2 
The federal Farmland Protection Policy Act was considered in this 
EIR/EIS.  The Authority acknowledges the recommendation for use 
of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model for 
subsequent project-level analysis. 

S004-3 
The farmland analysis in Section 3.8 included alignment alternatives 
and ancillary facilities.  Chapter 5.0 identified potential impacts, 
including effects on farmland as a result of potential growth near 
stations.  At the program level, it was assumed that HST project 
construction impacts on farmland would generally be within the 100-
foot study area identified for the long-term operational impacts. 

S004-4 
A list of mitigation strategies for impacts on agricultural lands is 
presented in Section 3.8.5 and will be further defined and applied at 
the project-level.  As noted in this document, at the project level the 
Authority will coordinate application of feasible farmland mitigation 
measures to address all significant impacts with other mitigation 
initiatives, such as the California Farmland Conservancy Program 

(California Public Resources Code §10222 et seq.), which is managed 
by the California Department of Conservation.   

S004-5 
The Williamson Act, as noted, is described in Section 3.8.1.  Project-
level environmental analysis will include mapping of Williamson Act 
contract lands located in the vicinity of the proposed HST system. 

S004-6 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the contact 
information for notice regarding the location of a public improvement 
in an agricultural preserve, and the need to also contact the local 
governing body.    

The Director of Conservation has been included in the distribution of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS and will be provided notice of potential 
impacts on agricultural lands, including lands in agricultural 
preserves and/or subject to Williamson Act contracts, which will be 
identified during subsequent project-level environmental review and 
analysis.   

S004-7 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA appreciate and 
understand the notification provisions under the Williamson Act for 
possible acquisition of land enrolled in a Williamson Act contract. 

S004-8 
Comment acknowledged. Additional relevant environmental 
documentation will be provided to the Division of Land Resource 
Protection, Department of Conservation, as such documentation 
becomes available. 
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Comment Letter S005 (Richard G. Rayburn, Department of Parks and Recreation, September 19, 2007 ) 
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Response to Letter S005 (Richard G. Rayburn, Department of Parks and Recreation, September 19, 2007) 

S005-1 
In response to requests from agencies and the public, the Authority 
and FRA extended the public comment period for the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS from September 28 to October 26, 2007. 
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Comment Letter S006 (W. E., Loudermilk, Department of Fish and Game, September 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter S006 – Continued 
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Comment Letter S006 - Continued 
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Comment Letter S006 - Continued 
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Comment Letter S006 – Continued 
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Response to Letter S006 (W. E., Loudermilk, Department of Fish and Game, September 25, 2007) 

S006-1 
The Authority and FRA disagree.  The Program EIR/EIS provides 
sufficient information to make findings regarding the potential 
environmental impacts of various alignment alternatives and station 
location options and make meaningful comparisons, thus allowing for 
identification of a preferred alternative. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge that a large amount of 
additional environmental analysis will be necessary at the project 
level, which is fully consistent with the tiering of the environmental 
documents. 

Figure 3.15-4 has been added to Section 3.15 to illustrate publicly 
owned and managed state and federal lands in relation to the 
alignment alternatives.  Additional discussion has also been added 
about publicly owned and managed lands, wildlife movement, 
threatened and endangered species, and sensitive habitats.   

See Standard Response 2 regarding program level of analysis. 

S006-2 
The Authority and FRA recognize the authority of the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) in its role as a Trustee Agency 
and Responsible Agency and its regulatory authority related to 
activities occurring in streams and/or lakes that could adversely 
affect any fish or wildlife resource. 

S006-3 
The geographic information systems (GIS) data provided by the 
CDFG were used for this Program EIR/EIS.  Figure 3.15-4, Public 
Lands, has been added to Section 3.15 in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, along with additional discussion on publicly owned or 
managed lands. 

As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design Practices, use of existing 
transportation corridors would be maximized to avoid or minimize 
impacts.  Use of transportation corridors includes placing HST 

alignments either within or adjacent to major existing transportation 
corridors.  In-line construction would also be used for sensitive areas 
(as defined at the project level).  This would potentially include 
publicly owned or managed lands if they were identified to be 
sensitive.  In addition to design practices for construction and 
operation of the HST system, mitigation strategies are discussed 
throughout Chapter 3 for each of the environmental topics.   

As noted in Section 3.01, the Authority and FRA acknowledge that a 
large amount of additional environmental analysis will be necessary 
at the project level, which is fully consistent with the tiering of the 
environmental documents.  Please see Standard Response 2 
regarding program level of analysis.  At the project level, specific 
impacts on wildlife, public use, and management of publicly owned 
and managed lands will be investigated in much greater detail.  The 
HST may have beneficial effects in terms of adding to conservation 
efforts and improving the ability of residents and tourists to access 
wildlife areas, thereby increasing revenues and increasing the public 
recreational opportunities.  Mitigation strategies include the Authority 
working with resource agencies in identifying areas for improving 
wildlife habitat (Section 3.15) 

S006-4 
As noted in Section 3.15 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, the Pacheco 
alignment alternative has the potential to affect the Cottonwood 
Creek Wildlife Area, but almost half of the crossing of this area 
would be in tunnel (1.1 miles, or 46%), which would substantially 
reduce biological impacts.  The Henry Miller alignment alternatives 
would pass north of the San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area 
and O’Neill Forebay Wildlife Area, ½ mile south of the Volta Wildlife 
Area, and south of the Los Banos Wildlife Area parking lot.  The GEA 
North alignment alternative that was studied would bisect the 
southern portion of the China Lake Unit of the North Grasslands 
Wildlife Area and cross portions of the Great Valley Grasslands State 
Park and the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge. 
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The Authority and FRA intend that the HST system be designed to 
avoid direct impacts on the Los Banos Wildlife Area and expect 
conditions requiring this to be included in future action on the Final 
EIR/EIS and the approval of a preferred alternative.  This would 
include required investigation into site-specific location and design 
alternatives for the preferred alignment alternative and station 
location options, including avoidance and minimization alternatives, 
during the Tier 2 project-level environmental review.  This would 
also include evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of 
the current proposed alignment across the Pacheco Pass and along 
Henry Miller Road.  See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s 
commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or open space 
easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

The Preferred Alternative generally follows the Henry Miller Road and 
would not enter into areas where hunting is allowed.  The same 
precautions that hunters must exercise around a public 
transportation corridor would also be necessary for the train.  
Therefore, significant impacts on hunting are not anticipated.  The 
potential for impacts on fishing would be limited to those potential 
impacts identified for water quality. 

Potential impacts on resources protected by Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 are discussed in Section 
3.16.   

Program-level HST design and operation details are discussed in 
Chapter 2, Alternatives, along with design practices to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate potential impacts.  Additionally, plans and 
profiles, cross sections, and station fact sheets are provided in 
Appendices 2-D, 2-F, and 2-E.   

Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

S006-5 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
underestimates the projects impacts on biological resources and 
wetlands.  The program-level approach tends to overestimate the 
potential impacts on these resources. 

The GEA is described in Section 3.15.2.  It is a nonjurisdictional, 
nonregulatory, generally designated area used by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify an area for priority purchase of 
public easements for wetland preservation and enhancement.  The 
GEA designation encompasses a substantial area that includes two 
federal wildlife refuges, a state park, state wildlife management 
areas, and private lands, including privately managed wetlands.  
Lands in the GEA managed by public agencies include the Great 
Valley Grasslands State Park; CDFG North Grasslands Wildlife Area, 
Los Banos Wildlife Area, and Volta Wildlife Area; and the San Luis 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, which includes the San Luis 
National Wildlife Refuge and Merced National Wildlife Refuge.  Also 
in the GEA are numerous privately owned parcels and a number of 
waterfowl hunting clubs.  Activities and land uses in the GEA include 
hunting, fishing and other active and passive recreation, agriculture, 
and residential and associated land uses.   

Within the area identified as the GEA is the USFWS Grasslands 
Wildlife Management Area (WMA), which was established to protect 
wetlands.  Land in the WMA is privately owned and some of it is 
protected by conservation easements.  The size of this management 
area as of the last expansion in 2005 is approximately 
133,000 acres, with more than 70,000 acres protected through 
conservation agreements.  Daily management of the easement area 
remains under private landowner control, the majority of the 
properties being managed for waterfowl hunting, cattle grazing, and 
agriculture. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS recognized the importance of the GEA 
(including the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex and other 
managed lands in the GEA).  The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed 
the potential environmental impacts, including impacts on wetlands, 
of the HST alignment alternatives and station location options, 
regardless of land designation.  Impacts on resources inside and 
outside the boundary of the GEA were analyzed and documented in 
the Draft and Final Program EIR/EIS.   

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the GEA and would be immediately adjacent to 
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the roadway where it crosses areas now managed by public 
agencies.  This alignment alternative would be adjacent to Henry 
Miller Road and would avoid or minimize potential impacts on 
biological resources.  The western portion of the GEA crossed by the 
alignment alternative closest to Los Banos would extend adjacent to 
Henry Miller Road and the San Luis Wasteway and cross Ingomar 
Road ½ mile south of the Volta Wildlife Area.  This area of the GEA 
is already bisected by transportation and infrastructure facilities, 
including rail and roadways, and also includes housing development, 
farm operations, land under active agricultural production, and may 
include land under conservation easements. The other area of the 
GEA crossed by the alignment is south of the Los Banos Wildlife Area 
parking lot.  As shown in the current conceptual plans, the alignment 
alternative would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure through the GEA boundary along Henry Miller Road, 
minimizing effects on waters and biological resources.  This area of 
the GEA is bisected by Henry Miller Road, State Route (SR) 165, 
Baker Road, Delta Road, Santa Fe Grade, Criswell Avenue, and a 
number of canals and also includes housing development, farm 
operations, and land under active agricultural production.  

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would not further fragment 
the linkage between the north and south units of the Grasslands 
WMA because the alignment is adjacent to Henry Miller Road, an 
existing facility, and would be elevated for almost half the distance 
through the GEA.  Both the general area designation of the GEA and 
the establishment of the Grasslands WMA occurred well after roads, 
utilities, farms, and residences were already established, and the 
Henry Miller alignment alternative would not result in additional 
fragmentation.  As noted above, the boundaries for the GEA and the 
WMA may change.  Expanding the WMA does not mean that all 
properties within it are, or would be, under conservation easements.  
An environmental assessment prepared in 2005 by the USFWS 
supported its decision to expand the general area by an additional 
46,400 acres.  The USFWS and other agencies may seek to acquire 
easements, lands, or interests in lands from willing sellers, as funds 
allow, but landowners are not required to participate, and the 2005 

review by the USFWS did not place regulatory restrictions on these 
lands. 1 2 

The environmental analysis was conducted at a program level and 
identified the need for field reconnaissance-level surveys to be 
conducted in the future at the project level.  These future surveys 
will determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along the 
Henry Miller alignment alternative, the entire Preferred Alternative, 
and surrounding areas and will identify specifically where impacts on 
wetlands, sensitive habitat, and special-status species could occur 
and where focused species surveys are required.  The Henry Miller 
alignment alternative and other alignment alternatives using the 
Pacheco Pass will be further designed at the project level to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts.  Broad program mitigation measures 
have been identified and will be further refined and applied at the 
project level to mitigate impacts.  Please see Standard Response 5 
regarding mitigation strategies.  See also Section 3.15.5 regarding 
the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, 
and/or open space easements for potential impacts in and around 
the GEA.  The Authority and FRA will continue coordination with all 
agencies and organizations involved to identify specific issues and 
develop solutions that avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential 
biological impacts.   

The discussion in Section 3.15 has been revised to indicate that the 
Henry Miller alignment alternatives would not affect the San Luis 
National Wildlife Refuge (including the Kesterson unit) in the GEA.   

The text on page 3.16-11 in the Draft Program EIR/EIS indicates 
that the GEA is within 0–150 ft of the Henry Miller alignment 
alternative.  Areas within the GEA that constitute 4(f) or Section 6(f) 
resources, including the San Luis and Merced National Wildlife 
Refuges, a state park, and CDFG wildlife areas, are discussed in 
Section 3.16. 
                                                 
1 Grasslands Wildlife Management Area Proposed Expansion EA, Land Protection 

Plan, and Conceptual Management Plan, USFWS, January 2005. 
2 Grasslands Wildlife Management Area Expansion Study, Planning Update 5, July 

2005.  USFWS, July 2005. 
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S006-6 
Section 3.15 has been updated with regard to the California tiger 
salamander and the GEA North alignment alternative.   

S006-7 
Refer to Response to Comments S006-5 and F002-10 regarding 
wildlife movement.  Design practices incorporated into the project 
include underpasses, overpasses, or other appropriate passageways 
that would be designed to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate potential 
impacts on wildlife movement.  Mitigation strategies to minimize 
impacts on sensitive species and habitat and wildlife movement 
corridors are included in the Program EIR/EIS.  These include the 
following:  

• Construct wildlife underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts to 
facilitate known wildlife movement corridors. 

• Ensure that wildlife crossings are of a design, shape, and size to 
be sufficiently attractive to encourage wildlife use. 

• Provide appropriate vegetation to wildlife overcrossings and 
undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements. 

• Establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected 
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability. 

• Design protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in 
consultation with resource agencies. 

• Use aerial structures or tunnels to allow for unhindered crossing 
by wildlife. 

Also, refer to Response to Comment S006-1 and Standard Response 
2 regarding analysis at the program level. 

S006-8 
The Authority and FRA disagree. The Draft Program EIR/EIS 
depicted broad corridors; however, to clarify we are providing 
additional information.  Figure 3.15-3 has been updated to include 
additional wildlife movement corridors as noted.  The text has also 
been updated with these corridors.  Also refer to Response to 

Comments S006-7, S006-5, and F002-10 regarding wildlife 
movement.   

S006-9 
The cross valley corridor is included in Figure 3.15-3 in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.  It is corridor #7, Santa Cruz Mountains-Hamilton 
Mountain.   

S006-10 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, which 
includes the Henry Miller alignment alternative and would not include 
the GEA North alignment alternative.  The Authority and FRA have 
committed to investigating site-specific location and design 
alternatives for the preferred alignment alternative and station 
location options, including avoidance and minimization alternatives, 
during Tier 2, project-level environmental review.  This will include 
evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of the current 
proposed alignment along Henry Miller Road.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass at the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Refer to Responses to Comments F002-6 regarding conservation 
measures and F002-10 regarding kit fox issues of the Henry Miller 
alignment alternative.   

The GEA North alignment alternative occurs approximately 6 miles 
north of the pinch-point at the base of the San Luis Dam.  Kit fox 
moving north would be most likely to encounter the HST alignment 
west of the Delta-Mendota Canal and east of the proposed tunnel 
entry point at the base of the Diablo Range hills.  Because of this 
distance, the HST would not further narrow or limit the movement 
options available for kit fox traversing around the San Luis Reservoir 
or O’Neill Forebay.  Refer to Response to Comment F006-10 
regarding measures to mitigate impacts on wildlife movement 
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corridors.  The Authority, a state agency, and the FRA will work with 
the CDFG to conserve endangered species and threatened species as 
stated in Fish and Game Code Section 2055.  

At the project-level, the Authority and FRA will be examining in detail 
the potential for the selected alignment to affect land protected in 
perpetuity.  The project-level analysis will identify other opportunities 
to avoid or minimize potential impacts.   

S006-11 
As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design Practices, use of existing 
transportation corridors would be maximized to avoid or minimize 
impacts, such as barriers to wildlife movement.  Use of 
transportation corridors includes placing HST alignments either 
within or adjacent to a major existing transportation corridor.  In 
addition, HST tracks will be fully grade separated from all roadways, 
providing other opportunities for wildlife movement corridors.  The 
Authority and FRA are committed to working with CDFG and USFWS 
and other resource agencies in identifying locations, such as in 
western Merced County, along the HST alignments for wildlife 
passages, including overpasses or underpasses.  Please see 
Response to Comment S006-7 and Standard Response 5 regarding 
mitigation strategies.  An elevated structure is included through part 
of the alignment, but to do this throughout the system would be cost 
prohibitive and would not appear to be a feasible mitigation.   

S006-12 
Sufficient information is available to support identification of the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see 
Standard Response 1 regarding decision making at the program 
level.  Future project-level environmental surveys and analyses will 
be coordinated with detailed engineering to further refine the HST 
alignment and profile so that location, numbers, size, and types of 
wildlife movement passages can be determined and cost estimates 
created.  The Authority will take into consideration and apply where 
appropriate, the methods identified for determining the best 
locations for wildlife movement structures and for identifying wildlife 

linkages when conducting the Tier 2 phase of environmental studies 
on the approved alignment alternative.     

S006-13 
The scale of potential impacts from the HST system is not 
unprecedented and is substantially less than the construction of 
highways and airports to provide equivalent mobility (see the 
statewide program EIR/EIS).  The construction costs for the network 
alternatives included mitigation costs, including those for wildlife 
movement structures, as well as contingency costs.  Costs are 
discussed in Chapter 4, “Costs and Operations.”   

S006-14 
Comment acknowledged.  Wildlife movement issues and mitigation 
also address the movement needs of other species, such as red-
legged frog, tiger salamander, and nonlisted special-status species, 
such as American badger. 

S006-15 
Detailed noise and vibration studies as they relate to biological 
resources will be required and conducted as part of the Tier 2 
project-level environmental analysis, following more detailed 
biological surveys to determine the presence of and effects on 
specific species. 

The FRA 100 dBA sound threshold for impacts on wildlife is a source 
reference level.  The 100 dBA is referenced as a sound exposure 
level (SEL), which is the level of sound accumulated over a given 
time interval or event.  The SEL is the level of the time-integrated 
mean square A-weighted sound over a 1-second time period.  When 
it is converted to represent noise sources over longer periods of 
time, the level is adjusted lower to reflect the distribution of the 
sound energy over that period.  At speeds of 220 miles per hour 
(mph) the distance of estimated impact extends to 200 ft from the 
centerline of the alignment.   

The potential for direct effects of train noise on wildlife in natural 
areas is not well documented.  There are large gaps in the existing 
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knowledge of the impact of noise on wildlife populations.  In 
invertebrates and lower vertebrates (fish, reptiles, amphibians), 
there is relatively little study on the effects of transportation noise, 
with no clear indication of a strong adverse response.  For reptiles 
and amphibians, effects appear to be localized and likely due to 
mortality or a barrier to movement. Recent studies on the effects of 
traffic noise on toads in burrows near roads strongly indicate that 
further study on this or similar behaviors is warranted. For birds, 
noise can apparently have a significant effect; however, the results 
are not universal, with some species being adversely affected, many 
unaffected, and still others becoming more common near even 
interstate highways. Mammals (particularly large species) may avoid 
noise; however, there is evidence (particularly for smaller species) 
that additional habitat and corridors for movement are provided by 
roadways.   

Current research suggests that the noise effects of trains traveling at 
very high speed could have limited influence on some species close 
to the tracks.  Some research has been performed regarding the 
reactions of animals to low-flying aircraft, but the specific levels of 
significance and specific effects related to high-speed trains are not 
known.  Long-term changes in behavior tend to be strongly 
influenced by factors other than intermittent noise exposure (as 
would occur with HSTs), such as weather, predation, disease, and 
other disturbances to animal populations.  Conclusions from research 
conducted to date provide only preliminary indications of the 
appropriate noise descriptor, rough estimates of threshold levels for 
observed animal disturbance, and habituation characteristics of only 
a few species.  Long-term effects continue to be a matter of 
speculation.  Because HSTs always will be on the same track and on 
a schedule, habituation may be likely to occur.  Sound levels from 
train passes are also not as high, nor are onset rates as great, as 
they are from low-altitude military aircraft, hence, the observed 
effects of aircraft may not apply to HSTs.  

Mitigation measures for natural areas would be considered at the 
project level, including relevant information, if any, from countries 
with HSTs. While other HST systems in Europe and Japan have 
implemented noise mitigation for human receptors, mitigation is not 

known to have been provided for wildlife, to date.  Extensive use of 
sound walls in rural areas would be impractical.  Alternatives to noise 
barriers in these locations, such as trenches or earth berms, could be 
explored during project-level environmental review; however, they 
may also be impractical due to cost and other impacts related to the 
extent of land required as well as the associated construction 
impacts.  The TGV in France has several locations where topography 
facilitated the use of fairly deep trenches and earth berms that 
mitigate noise impacts on sensitive human receptors.    

The potential noise impacts on wildlife will be studied in more detail 
in the second tier project-level environmental assessment to be 
prepared for the Preferred Alternative, if it is advanced.  Two 
important points that will be considered as part of these more 
detailed studies to assess the potential impact of HSTs on wildlife are 
1) the density of a given species is not necessarily an absolute 
indicator of the best habitat (i.e., sometimes individuals are 
relegated in significant numbers to less desirable habitat because of 
territoriality by dominant individuals) and 2) greater behavioral 
response (i.e., movement away from transportation noise sources) 
does not necessarily indicate species that are at greatest need of 
protection. Therefore, as part of the project-level environmental 
analyses potential noise impacts on wildlife will consider the quality 
of the habitat and the sensitivity of the population or community 
under consideration, as well as the degree of the noise effect on a 
given species.  

The Authority has developed project-level environmental analysis 
methodologies.  The purpose of these methodologies is to establish 
the technical approach and to guide the Authority’s contractors in 
performing parallel analyses for multiple sections of the HST system 
for each of the environmental topics, as project environmental 
documents are prepared.  The comments received and issues raised 
on the Tier 1 program-level environmental documents have also 
been considered for these methodologies.  The noise and vibration 
methodology will include a more detailed assessment of wildlife.  
Significance noise criteria will be developed in coordination with the 
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USFWS and CDFG that provide impact thresholds to the wildlife 
species that may be affected by the HST alignments. 3    

S006-16 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and FRA find 
the alignment along Henry Miller Road compatible with adjacent land 
use.  This alignment places a transportation facility next to a 
transportation facility.  The primary land use along Henry Miller Road 
is agriculture or agricultural-related uses.  Please see Response to 
Comment S006-5 regarding the GEA. 

East of Gilroy, the alignment again principally adjoins a roadway—SR 
152—and major portions of the alignment over Pacheco Pass are in 
tunnel. The alignment crosses to the north side of SR 152 one mile 
west of Dinosaur Point Road and extends through the CDFG Upper 
Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area and The Nature Conservancy Mt. 
Hamilton Project area, primarily in tunnel.  The Henry Miller 
alignment alternative would cross over kit fox corridors along the 
Delta Mendota Canal and the San Luis Wasteway referred to in 
Figure 6 of the 2004 H.T. Harvey & Associates report prepared for 
the USFWS titled Environmental Assessment for the Issuance of an 
Incidental Take Permit for the San Joaquin Kit Fox at the Arnaudo 
Brothers, Wathen-Catanos and River East Holding Sites Within and 

                                                 
3 Foppen, R. and R. Reijnen. 1994.  The effects of car traffic on breeding 

bird populations in woodland.  Breeding dispersal of male willow 
warblers in relation to the proximity of a highway. Journal of Applied 
Ecology 31:95–101. 

Forman, R.T.T. and Lee Alexander. 1998. Roads and their ecological effects. 
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 29:207–231. 

Forman, R.T.T., D. Sperling, J.A. Bissonette, A.P. Clevenger, C.D. Cutshall, 
V.H. Dale, L. Fahrig, R. France, C.R. Goldman, K. Heanue, J.A. Jones, F.J. 
Swanson, T. Turrentine and T.C. Winter. 2003. Road Ecology; Science 
and Solutions. 481pp. Island Press: Washington D.C. 

Kalseloo, P.A. and K.O. Tyson. 2004. Synthesis of Noise Effects on Wildlife 
Populations.  Report No. FHWA‐HEP‐06‐016. 67pp. Office of Research 
and Technology Services Federal Highway Administration. 

 

Adjacent to, The Santa Nella Community Specific Plan Area, Merced 
County, California4. Specific conservation easements and mitigation 
sites will be further identified and, if possible, avoided as part of 
future Tier 2 detailed project-level environmental analysis and 
preliminary engineering.   

The GEA North alignment alternative is not identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

S006-17 
The use of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and 
the landscape-level vegetation analyses were the appropriate 
techniques for this program-level environmental document and were 
considered along with contextual information to avoid the type of 
hypothetical example suggested in the comment. The types of 
analyses described by CDFG in this comment would be appropriate 
for the project-level analyses, once specific alignment and station 
locations have been identified.  As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design 
Practices, use of existing transportation corridors would be 
maximized to avoid or minimize impacts.  Use of transportation 
corridors includes placing HST alignments either within or adjacent 
to major existing transportation corridors that are already disturbed.     

Future project-level environmental surveys and analyses will be 
coordinated with detailed engineering to further refine the HST 
alignments and station locations and avoid or minimize impacts to 
the greatest extent practicable.  Field reconnaissance-level surveys 
are warranted in the Tier 2, project-level analysis to determine 
existing habitat conditions along the various project alignments and 
in surrounding areas.   
                                                 

4  H. T. Harvey & Associates and Ebbin Moser & Skaggs. 2004. 
Environmental Assessment for the Issuance of an Incidental Take 
Permit for the San Joaquin Kit Fox at the Arnaudo Brothers, Wathen‐
Catanos and River East Holding Sites Within and Adjacent to, The 
Santa Nella Community Specific Plan Area, Merced County, 
California. July. Prepared for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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S006-18 
Refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification 
of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative and Response to 
Comments S006-18 and S006-4.   

S006-19 
CDFG comments are responded to in Response to Comments S006-1 
through S006-18.   

S006-20 
 Comment acknowledged.   
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Comment Letter S007 (Elaine Alquist, et al., California Legislature, September 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter S007 (Elaine Alquist, et al., California Legislature, September 26, 2007) 

S007-1 
The Pacheco Pass Alternative has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  The statements made in 
support of this alternative in Senator Alquist’s and Senator 
Maldonado’s letter were among the reasons that the Pacheco Pass 
was identified as preferred, namely that there would be better levels 
of service (train frequencies) to the major urban areas and there 
would not be adverse impacts on the San Francisco Bay (including 
the Palo Alto shore) or the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge. 

See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter S008 (Betty Miller, Department of Transportation, September 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter S008 - Continued 
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Response to Letter S008 (Betty Miller, Department of Transportation, September 25, 2007) 

S008-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the California Department of 
Transportation comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and 
acknowledge that the alignments under consideration would traverse 
three of the department’s districts and affect portions of the state 
highway system. 

S008-2 
The project-level environmental review, which will follow the 
completion of this program-level review, will include preliminary 
engineering for HST alignments and stations selected at the program 
level and will therefore provide more specific information (e.g., 
alignment profile, alignment access locations, station design 
features, fencing type), as noted in the letter. 

The Authority and FRA will involve the State Department of 
Transportation in the project-level scoping meetings, in recognition 
that the department is a Responsible Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Authority and FRA fully 
agree that early and full consultation with the department at this 
stage will be highly beneficial. 

S008-3 
The Authority and FRA understand the need and requirements for an 
encroachment permit prior to any development activity. 

S008-4 
The Authority and FRA agree that locating HST stations in 
downtown/central business districts offers multiple benefits, 
including increased pedestrian access to the stations and decreased 
vehicle loads on the street and highway system.  The majority of the 
HST stations for the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS are located in downtown locations.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8.  

S008-5 
Please refer to the description of high-speed train technology in 
Section 2.3.2.  Figures 2.3-6, 2.3-7, and 2.3-8 show typical sections 
for at-grade, aerial, and tunnel configurations.  Additional typical 
sections are presented in Appendix 2-E (the corridor needs vary 
depending topography, station area, etc.).  At this conceptual level 
of detail, for the at-grade configuration, the typical HST right-of-way 
(corridor width) is shown as 100 ft; however, in very constrained 
areas it is assumed that no more than 50 ft would be needed.  

Section 3.8 of the Authority’s Engineering Criteria (California High-
Speed Rail Authority and Federal Railroad Administration 2004) gave 
the following guidelines for the right-of-way for the system.   

The minimum right-of-way limits for typical operating sections of 
the high-speed train system are shown in Table 3.8-1.  These limits 
represent the minimum right-of-way required for basic 
implementation of a specific operating section.  In many cases 
additional requirements apply which are also noted in the table.  
Other factors such as topography, soils, groundwater levels, noise 
receptors, cut-and-fill slopes, drainage, retaining walls, service 
roads, utilities, operating speeds, and construction methods also 
influence the extent of the required right-of-way envelope.  Typical 
cross-sections for each general mainline section are included in 
Appendix A. 

For the definition of alignment options, three general parameters 
should be followed as guidelines with consideration given to 
constraint information identified in the screening evaluation:  (1) a 
minimum right-of-way corridor of 50 ft (15.2 meters) should be 
assumed in congested corridors; (2) a 100-foot (30.4-meter) 
corridor should be assumed in less developed areas to allow for 
drainage, future expansion and maintenance needs; and (3) a 
wider corridor should be assumed in variable terrain to allow for cut 
and fill slopes and twin-bore tunnel.  In these wider sections, the 
width should be determined according to the minimum cross 
sectional requirements, as defined in Table 3.8-1, and the general 
assumption of 2:1 cut and fill slopes.  For shared use corridors, 
widths would vary depending on the number of tracks required. 
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Table 3.8-1 
Minimum Permanent Right-of-Way Requirements 

 
Type of 
Section 

Minimum 
Width Minimum Requirements 

At-
Grade/Cut-
and-Fill/ 
Retained Fill 

50 ft  
(15.2 m) 

Fee purchase of entire width 
Cut & Fill section requires additional width to 
accommodate drainage and 2:1 slopes 

Aerial 
Structure 

50 ft  
(15.2 m) 

Fee purchase required for column 
foundations 
Fee purchase or aerial easement required 
for full width of structure plus 3.5 ft (1 m) 
on each side for maintenance purposes.  
Allows for ongoing use of land area under 
the structure (parking, streets, other rail 
services, etc.) with appropriate lease for 
private entities or agreement with public 
entities.  This arrangement must allow for 
ongoing access to columns for maintenance 
and proper protection for columns if area is 
used for street or rail purposes. 

Tunnel  
(Double 
Track) 

67 ft  
(20.4 m) 

Fee purchase or underground easement of 
entire width.   
Fee purchase allows for ongoing use of land 
area above the structure (parking, streets, 
open space, etc.) with appropriate lease for 
private entities or agreement with public 
entities. 

Tunnel  
(Twin Single 
Track) 

120 ft  
(36.6 m) 

Fee purchase or underground easement of 
entire width.   
Fee purchase allows for ongoing use of land 
area above the structure (parking, streets, 
open space, etc.) with appropriate lease for 
private entities or agreement with public 
entities. 

Trench 
Section 
(open or 
closed) 

50 ft  
(15.2 m) 

Fee purchase of entire width 
Closed section allows for ongoing use of 
land area over the structure (parking, 
streets, open areas, etc.) with appropriate 
lease for private entities or agreement with 
public entities.   

 
Note:  Widths do not include temporary easements required for construction 
purposes. 

 

S008-6 
As noted in the legend of Figure S.4-1, the tan labels are alignment 
designations.  The limits of the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative 
are defined as between San Jose and the split (just west of 
Interstate 5 [I-5]) between the GEA North and Henry Miller 
alignment alternatives.  The western portion of the Pacheco Pass 
alignment alternative is along the Caltrain Corridor, which runs 
generally parallel to US-101.  The remaining portion of this 
alignment is along SR 152. 

S008-7 
The lower volume-to-capacity in 2030 is the result of comparing 
regional forecasts with existing volumes that were heavily influenced 
by the peak of the DOTCOM boom. In reality, the future volumes 
would probably be higher than for existing conditions. The primary 
comparison, however, was intended to be the effect of a Palo Alto 
Station with and without HST. Because of additional automobile trips 
to access the Palo Alto HST station, local traffic conditions around 
the station would be worse with HST than without. The traffic 
reduction benefits of HST would occur on intercity freeways, not on 
local streets. All station areas would experience some increase in 
traffic with the HST system. 

S008-8 
The planned Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) extension to San Jose 
(Diridon Station) and Santa Clara, which is included in the MTC 
Resolution 3434, was considered in this study.  However, it was not 
included in the No Project Alternative because it is not contained in 
the fiscally constrained RTP. 

The BART station at San Jose was not included in this analysis 
because it was not included as a No-Build project.  At the Warm 
Springs site, the future BART station was mentioned but not included 
in the traffic analysis. 

S008-9 
To mitigate parking impacts on neighborhoods surrounding HST 
stations, the analysis estimated added parking demand and included 
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in the HST system additional parking facilities at a conceptual level 
to meet this parking demand.  Appendix 2F provides station fact 
sheets and concept plans for the various stations.  The included 
number of parking spaces is provided on the station fact sheets, and 
the included parking locations are shown on the station plans.  (Note 
that additional parking is not assumed for such major urban centers 
as the San Francisco Transbay Transit Center, which is well served 
by transit, pedestrian access, and taxis.)  The preliminary locations 
of the additional HST parking for the Diridon and Gilroy stations are 
shown in Figures 2F-34 and 2F-40, respectively. The Morgan Hill 
station is not proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative identified 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8. 

S008-10 
The design of specific grade separations will be more fully defined 
during the project-level EIR/EIS and preliminary engineering.  It is 
anticipated that a portion of the grade separations developed for 
HST tracks that are adjacent to freight tracks will involve separation 
not only of the HST system but also the freight tracks, depending on 
the specific site conditions and the cooperation and agreement of 
the freight track owner.  At times, street closures at the rail right-of-
way will also be proposed. 

 S008-11 
Change has been made in the document. 

S008-12 
Change has been made in the document. 

S008-13 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the contact 
information.
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Comment Letter S009 (Richard Rayburn, Department of Parks and Recreation, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter S009 – Continued 
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Comment Letter S009 – Continued 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from State Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 21-36

 

Comment Letter S009 – Continued 
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Comment Letter S009 – Continued 
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Comment Letter S009 – Continued 
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Comment Letter S009 – Continued 
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Response to Letter S009 (Richard Rayburn, Department of Parks and Recreation, October 26, 2007) 

S009-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that the Department of Parks 
and Recreation would have preferred an extension of the public 
review time beyond the 30-day extension that was provided in 
response to earlier requests from the department and others. 

S009-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the roles and mission of the 
Department of Parks and Recreation. 

S009-3   
The proposed project would not affect the entrance to Henry Coe 
State Park or the Dowdy Ranch Visitor Center.  The alignment would 
be south of SR 152 near the entrance to Henry Coe and Dowdy 
Ranch Visitor Center. 

The Authority and FRA have been committed to using existing 
transportation corridors and rail lines in the proposed HST system to 
minimize potential impacts on California’s treasured landscape.  A 
key Authority and FRA objective continues to be avoidance and/or 
minimization of potential impacts on cultural, park, recreational, and 
natural resources and wildlife refuges.   

The development of HST alignment alternatives and station location 
options for the Draft Program EIR/EIS included an extensive 
screening analysis in which many alignment and station options were 
eliminated from further consideration due to several criteria, 
including high potential for impacts on park and recreational 
resources.  Avoidance of potential impacts on park and recreational 
resources was a consideration throughout the preparation of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS and the recent public process to identify 
preferred alignments for the proposed system that has been 
included in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  For instance, the Authority 
and FRA eliminated from further consideration two potential HST 
alignments crossing through Henry Coe State Park.  The prior 
alignment through Henry Coe State Park was dropped from 

consideration in part due to comments from the Department of Parks 
and Recreation on the statewide program EIR/EIS.  Future project-
level environmental review will provide further opportunities to avoid 
and minimize the potential effects on parks, as more specific 
alignments and facilities are considered.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS reviewed at a program level the potential 
impacts of all of the HST alignment alternatives and station location 
options for both the Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives on the 
natural, cultural, and scenic resources for reasonable alternatives.  
The preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
will evaluate these potential impacts in more detail (e.g., potential 
impacts on Pacheco State Park, San Luis Reservoir State Recreation 
Area, George J. Hatfield State Recreation Area, Great Valley 
Grasslands State Park and the Martial Cottle Property, as well as the 
Bell Station entrance to Henry Coe State Park).   

See Standard Response 2 regarding program level of analysis. 

S009-4 
Please see Response to Comment S009-3 regarding parks. 

S009-5 
Please see Response to Comment S009-3 regarding parks   

S009-6 
Comment noted. This Final Program EIS/FEIR includes a discussion 
of global climate change (Section 3.3, Air Quality, and 3.17, 
Cumulative Impacts). 

S009-7 
Please see Standard Response 3, Chapter 8, and Response to 
Comment S009-8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from State Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 21-41

 

S009-8 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the commenter that the 
reasonable alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS have 
potential to impact Henry Coe State Park and find the information 
and analysis in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, coupled with the 
extensive public comment on the Draft Program EIR/EIS, sufficient 
to identify the Pacheco Pass Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA appreciate and respect the Department of 
Parks and Recreation statement favoring the Altamont route as the 
preferred alternative.  Numerous others have offered a similar view, 
as shown in this volume of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The 
Authority and FRA have, however, identified the Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, and this position is also supported by many, again as 
evidenced by the public comments in this volume of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

S009-9 
Section 3.15 acknowledges that there are protected lands of high 
biological value that should be avoided in the Mt. Hamilton area.  
The Authority and FRA disagree with the commenter’s broad 
characterization that the area the Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives run through is relatively pristine.  The potential impacts 
of the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative between Morgan Hill and 
the Central Valley were evaluated at the program level for impacts 
on biological resources and publicly owned lands, including those 
local, state, and federal resources, such as Henry W. Coe State Park 
and Pacheco State Park, which are within or near the Mt. Hamilton 
Project area identified for private conservation efforts by The Nature 
Conservancy and others.  The program EIR/EIS acknowledged the 
potential for significant impacts on Mt. Hamilton Project area lands.  
There would be no impacts on Henry Coe State Park or Pacheco 
State Park.  The Authority and FRA looked at the consequences of 
the project on those resources in that area (Section 3.15.3). 

As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design Practices, use of existing 
transportation corridors would be maximized to avoid or minimize 
impacts, such as fragmentation or barriers to wildlife movement.  
Use of transportation corridors includes placing HST alignments 
either within or adjacent to major existing transportation corridors 
such as the existing rail corridor between Morgan Hill and Gilroy, SR 
152, and Henry Miller Road.  As shown on the current conceptual 
plans, more than 9 miles, about 41% of the 22 miles, of tunnel have 
been identified for the segment crossing between Morgan Hill and 
the San Luis Reservoir, and a portion of the alignment along Henry 
Miller Road (approximately 3 miles) would be on an aerial structure.  
HST tracks will be fully grade separated from all roadways, providing 
opportunities for wildlife movement corridors.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA.  The Authority and FRA are committed to 
working with CDFG and USFWS and other resource agencies in 
identifying locations, such as through the Mt. Hamilton Project area, 
along the HST alignments for wildlife passages, including overpasses 
or underpasses.  Refer to Standard Response 5 and Response to 
Comment S006-7 regarding mitigation strategies.   

Refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification 
of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  In addition to potential 
impacts on the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge, these Altamont network alternatives would also have 
potential impacts on other local and regional Bay Area parks and 
recreation areas. 

S009-10 
Although biological resource impacts were acknowledged in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and FRA disagree that the 
introduction of an HST rail line as planned and considered in this 
Program EIR/EIS would present an unmitigatable barrier to wildlife 
movement and is likely to threaten the existence of many habitat 
communities and wildlife populations. As noted above, design 
practices have been and will continue to be part of the project to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  Mitigation strategies to 
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minimize impacts on sensitive species and habitat and wildlife 
movement corridors have been included in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  These include the following:  

• Construct wildlife underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts, to 
facilitate known wildlife movement corridors. 

• Ensure that wildlife crossings are of a design, shape, and size to 
be sufficiently attractive to encourage wildlife use. 

• Provide appropriate vegetation to wildlife overcrossings and 
undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements. 

• Establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected 
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability. 

• Design protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in 
consultation with resource agencies. 

• Use aerial structures or tunnels to allow for unhindered crossing 
by wildlife. 

In addition, as shown in current conceptual plans, more than 9 
miles, about 41% of the 22 miles, of tunnel have been identified for 
the segment crossing between Morgan Hill and the San Luis 
Reservoir to minimize impacts on wildlife movement.  Additional 
wildlife movement corridors from the Santa Clara County Habitat 
Conservation Plan have been depicted on Figure 3.15-3. This 
information further defines the wildlife corridors already presented.  
Future project-level environmental surveys and analyses will be 
coordinated with detailed engineering to further refine the HST 
alignments and station locations and avoid or minimize impacts to 
the greatest extent practicable.  Field reconnaissance-level surveys 
are warranted in the Tier 2 analysis to determine existing plant and 
animal communities, habitat conditions, and critical habitat along the 
various Preferred Alternative alignments and surrounding areas. Also 
see Response to Comment F002-10 regarding wildlife movement.  
The Authority and FRA disagree with the assertion that the 
document suggests that fragmentation would not be an issue.  On 
page 3.15-41 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, it states that the 
alignment alternative (Pacheco Alignment Alternative) would bisect 

movement corridors through the Diablo Range. The document also 
states that the HST is not anticipated to impact the major drainages, 
which are used as wildlife movement corridors (because the HST 
tracks would be elevated at these locations).     

S009-11 
Again, as discussed above in Response to Comments S009-9 and 
S009-10, the HST would be implemented in accordance with design 
practices that would permit wildlife movement. This Final Program 
EIR/EIS includes a discussion of global climate change (Sections 3.3 
and 3.17).  Global climate change has been well established, but 
changes in local climate cannot be known at this time, and it would 
be speculative to provide this type of analysis.   

S009-12 
The use of tunnels for portions of the Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternative would provide the opportunity for aboveground wildlife 
movement corridors and linkages, in addition to the measures 
identified in Response to Comment S009-10.  The Authority and FRA 
are committed to working with resource agencies and other entities 
in identifying locations along the HST alignments for wildlife 
passages, including overpasses or underpasses.   

S009-13 
The Authority and FRA reviewed the Pacheco State Park and San 
Luis State Recreation Area EISs.  Please note that both facilities are 
beyond the 900 foot threshold identified in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS. 

S009-14 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS identified potential impacts on biological 
resources and the extensive project-level studies that would be 
required to identify appropriate mitigation.  Refer to Response to 
Comment S009-10 regarding wildlife linkages and future Tier 2 
analysis.  Mitigation strategies have been included to minimize 
impacts on vegetation/habitat during construction of the HST system 
within sensitive areas (as defined at the project level).  This includes 
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in-line construction (i.e., use new rail infrastructure as it is built) to 
transport equipment to/from the construction site and to transport 
excavated material away from the construction to appropriate reuse 
or disposal sites. 

The Pacheco Pass network alternative would not result in direct 
impacts on the San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area or Pacheco 
State Park, both of which are located south of the HST alignment. 
Mitigation strategies have been included in the project for impacts 
on parks and recreation areas (Section 3.16).  Although we don’t 
think it is appropriate at this time to commit to a rigid numerical 
standard for mitigation to biological impacts, the Authority and FRA 
have included commitments to provide funds for the acquisition of 
substantially equivalent substitute parkland or to acquiring/providing 
substitute parkland of comparable characteristics and restoration of 
affected park lands to a natural state and replace or restore affected 
park facilities.     

The map showing wildlife movement corridors is provided as Figure 
3.15-3.  Additional wildlife movement corridors from the Santa Clara 
County Habitat Conservation Plan have also been depicted on Figure 
3.15-3.  Also refer Response to Comment S009-10 regarding 
mitigation measures for impacts on wildlife movement corridors. The 
type of construction and materials for the rail bed will not be known 
until project-level design, and specific issues, such as burrowing by 
squirrels and mortality of raptor species, will be addressed in future 
Tier 2 documents. 

The locations and extents of embankment slopes and utility support 
structures will not be known until the project-level design and will be 
addressed in future Tier 2 documents.  The biology analysis will 
address changes to species and habitat and identify mitigation 
measures, if necessary.   

S009-15 
The noise and vibration analysis for this program-level EIR/EIS is 
adequate for this stage of decision making.  The Program EIR/EIS 
identifies potential noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors 
or receivers, such as residences areas, schools, hospitals, and 

parklands.  Section 3.4 also discusses the potential benefits of 
adding grade separations for existing railroads.  Because this is a 
program-level environmental document, the analysis of potential 
noise and vibration impacts broadly compares the relative 
differences in potential impacts between the alternatives and HST 
alignment options.  General mitigation strategies are also discussed.  
The analysis shows that the application of noise barriers would result 
in a considerable reduction of potential HST noise impacts.  With 
mitigation, HST segments with a high potential rating would be 
adjusted down to, at most, a medium rating.  More detailed 
mitigation strategies for potential noise and vibration impacts and 
specific mitigation would be developed in the next tier (project-
specific documents) of environmental analysis.  See also Response to 
Comment S006-15. 

S009-16 
Executive Order 13112 requires federal agencies to combat the 
introduction and/or spread of invasive species in the United States.  
The order defines invasive species as  

any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological 
material capable of propagating that species, that is not native to 
that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause 
economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.   

In compliance with the executive order, the landscaping and erosion 
control methods identified for the project will not use species listed 
as noxious weeds. In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions 
will be taken if invasive species are found in or adjacent to the 
construction areas.  These include the inspection and cleaning of 
construction equipment and eradication strategies to be deployed 
should colonization occur (Section 3.15.5). 

S009-17 
See Standard Response 2 regarding program level of analysis. 

Additional biological data, species, and habitat are provided in 
Appendix 3.15.  Future project-level environmental analyses will 
include field reconnaissance-level surveys to determine existing plant 
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and wildlife habitat and critical habitat and evaluate the project’s 
impact on ecosystems and interrelationships of habitats and 
communities.   

S009-18 
Chapter 7 and the Summary provide extensive information allowing 
for a comparison of the 21 network alternatives (possible 
combinations of alignments), the alignment alternatives, and the 
station location options.  The Authority and FRA believe that these 
chapters and the tables therein enable a clear comparison of 
potential impacts in a manner that allows for the identification of a 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Response to Comment 
S009-17. 

S009-19 
The alignment maps have been updated and Figure 3.16-1 has been 
added to this Final Program EIR/EIS to show publicly owned lands.  
In particular, note that Pacheco, Caswell Memorial, and Great Valley 
Grasslands State Parks; San Luis Reservoir, George J. Hatfield, Lake 
del Valle, and McConnell State Recreation Areas; and Carnegie State 
Vehicular Recreation Area are now shown on these maps.  The 
Martial Cottle land is not depicted because it is not yet publicly 
owned.  Other conservation lands are shown, to the extent that they 
are publicly owned. 

S009-20 
By design, the Authority and FRA located the HST alignments 
adjacent to or within existing transportation right-of-way to the 
extent possible.  At times, however, the rights-of-way are not wide 
enough to accommodate the number of HST (and at times freight) 
tracks that are required in the corridor.  For example, four HST 
tracks would be required at station locations.  In some locations 
(e.g., along the UPRR Altamont alignment), six tracks (four HST and 
two freight) would be required at the stations.  For these locations, 
additional right-of-way would be required or some of the tracks 
would need to be placed in tunnel or on an aerial structure. 

The land use, right-of-way, and aesthetic impacts associated with 
this circumstance were recognized by representatives of cities along 
the Altamont alignment (e.g., Fremont, and the Tri-Valley area–
Livermore and Pleasanton), which expressed major concerns 
regarding the impacts of a HST through their jurisdictions.  As a 
result, Tri-Valley communities, represented by the Tri-Valley Policy 
Working Group and Technical Advisory Committee (i.e., the Tri-
Valley PAC—a partnership that includes the Cities of Dublin, 
Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy along with 
transportation providers LAVTA, ACE, and BART) supported a 
concept of improving commuter rail services in the Altamont Corridor 
in concert with a Pacheco Pass HST alternative. 

In addition, should the Altamont alternative serve San Francisco, a 
new San Francisco Bay crossing would be required, with associated 
impacts on the San Francisco Bay and the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge.  By comparison, for the Pacheco Pass alternative, the HST 
system can share tracks and right-of-way along the Caltrain Corridor 
and can be placed immediately adjacent to Henry Miller Road in the 
Central Valley. 

S009-21 
Section 3.16, Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources, of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS provides the methodology that was applied for the public 
parks and recreation facilities evaluation.  As noted in Section 
3.16-1:  

Various sources were consulted to identify potential resources in 
each corridor, including available databases, studies, and other 
documents.  These documents are listed in the references chapter 
of this document.  To identify and quantify the potential impacts by 
resource type, the improvements included under each alignment 
alternative (HST Alignment Alternatives and HST station location 
options) were overlaid on available databases and maps.  Two 
types of potential impacts on Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources were 
identified:  direct and proximity. 

Direct Impact:  A physical feature of a proposed improvement 
would directly intersect with a portion or all of the resource and 
require the use of property from that resource. 
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Proximity Impact:  A physical feature of a proposed improvement 
has the potential to impact the resource as a result of its proximity 
to the resource. 

Potential impacts were assigned a qualitative ranking of high, 
medium, or low based on the proximity of the resource to the 
centerline of the proposed improvement.  The rankings are 
summarized in Table 3.16-1.  (page 3.16-2) 

Potential impacts on surface waters and groundwater are reviewed 
in Section 3.14, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.  Potential aesthetic impacts are reviewed in 
Section 3.9, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, and potential 
paleontological impacts are reviewed in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources. 

The Authority and FRA understand the legal and regulatory 
requirements of Sections 4(f) and 6(f) and have made extensive 
efforts to avoid these resources, when feasible, and apply mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts on resources that would be potentially 
affected.  Please also see Response to Comment L029-57. 

S009-22 
The proposed Pacheco Pass alignment alternative would pass within 
½ mile of the Pacheco State Park at the closest point.  As noted in 
the comment, most of the alignment that passes by the park would 
be in tunnel, except where it crosses over SR 152, 1 mile from 
Dinosaur Point Road.  The HST alignment would also pass through 
Upper Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area and be in tunnel for almost 
half of the 2.4 miles through the wildlife area.  The Henry Miller 
alignment alternative would be almost 1 mile north of Lower 
Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area.  Mitigation strategies in Section 
3.16.6 include designing and constructing cuts, fills, and aerial 
structures to avoid or minimize visual impacts on the state park 
system; application of measures to reduce proximity impacts during 
construction and operation; development and implementation of 
construction practices to minimize impacts on park operations; as 
well as other measures to minimize and/or compensate for the loss 
of park land.   

S009-23 
The HST alignment has been adjusted to avoid the San Luis 
Reservoir State Recreation Area and the O’Neill Forebay, which are 
now both more than 900 ft from the alignment.  As a result, the 
alignment would not affect road service to adjoining lands, nor 
would it have a direct impact on the current campground site.  
Impacts on park revenues are also not anticipated. 

During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase, the Authority and FRA will continue to pursue, with 
the help of State Parks and others, methods to avoid or reduce 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from the construction and 
operation of a HST system on the state’s critical natural resources, 
including the State Park System. 

Refer to Response to Comment S009-10 regarding mitigation 
measures for impacts on wildlife movement corridors.  To mitigate 
impacts on sensitive areas and habitat (as defined at the project 
level), in-line construction (i.e., use new rail infrastructure as it is 
built) will be used to transport equipment to/from the construction 
site and to transport excavated material away from the construction 
to appropriate reuse or disposal sites.  

At the project level, the Authority and FRA will continue efforts to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on conservation lands. 

S009-24 
An HST bridge would be placed over the nearby river so as to not 
interfere with the recreational boating experience associated with 
McConnell State Recreation Area.  The bridge would be designed to 
minimize the potential visual impacts.  Public access to the facility 
would not cause loss of public access because river travelers would 
be able to access the park itself.  Please also see Standard Response 
3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. Also see Response to Comment S0006-15 
regarding future noise and mitigation studies. 
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S009-25 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini, along Henry Miller Road and would not result in any direct 
impact on the Great Valley Grasslands State Park.  Please see 
Response to Comments S006-4 and S006-5 in response to the GEA.  
The GEA North alignment alternative would result in a direct impact 
on this park, as noted in Section 3.15.3 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

S009-26 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the information that the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation provided regarding the status of 
the Martial Cottle property and request that the department keep us 
informed regarding the development of this site so that impacts can 
be appropriately evaluated during the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review phase of the HST project. 

S009-27 
Section 3.13, Geology and Soils, includes an evaluation of seismic 
hazards, fault crossings, slope stability, difficult excavation, oil and 
gas fields, and mineral resources.  The section states the following 
regarding slope stability and areas of potentially difficult excavation: 

Slope stability is evaluated based on the slope gradient and 
geologic formations or units present along each alignment and at 
each facility site, as shown in statewide mapping compiled by 
Jennings (1977, 1991).  Each mapped geologic units is assigned a 
rating for inferred slope stability, based primarily on lithology 
(physical characteristics of the rock formation) and age.  This 
approach allows the identification of areas at risk for slope 
instability.  A conservative 200-ft (60-m) buffer is included around 
each identified area of instability. (page 3.13-3) 

Areas of potentially difficult excavation are identified based on 
bedrock geologic characteristics in combination with the presence 
of faults of any age, based on statewide mapping compiled by 
Jennings (1977, 1991) and information from selected 1:250,000-
scale geologic map sheets for the study regions published by the 

California Geological Survey.  Each fault crossing is conservatively 
assumed to be approximately 600 ft (185 m) wide. (page 3.13-4) 

This section recognizes the geologic hazards through the Diablo 
Range.   

The proposed Gilroy to San Luis Reservoir alignment segment 
crosses the Diablo Range at grade and in a series of tunnels.  
Locally, steep slopes along this segment are potentially unstable.  
(See Figure 13.3-6, Areas of Unstable Slopes).  There would be 
little to no concern about slope stability where the Pacheco 
alignment crosses the nearly flat topography of the Santa Clara 
Valley and the Central Valley or in the tunnels through the Diablo 
Range.  Considering the length of the alignment, the potential for 
slope stability impacts is low along the Pacheco alignment. (page 
3.13-19) 

The most likely areas of difficult excavation would be the proposed 
cut slopes and tunnels in the Diablo Range between Gilroy and the 
San Luis Reservoir.  Rocks of the Franciscan Complex are highly 
variable and include some rock units that are typically hard, and 
fracture zones are common along this alignment segment.  (page 
3.13-19) 

For the Altamont alignments, the section notes:    

All of the proposed alignment segments that cross the Diablo 
Range traverse steep and potentially unstable slopes.  There would 
be little to no concern about slope stability where the alignments 
cross the nearly flat topography of the San Francisco Bay margin, 
the Livermore Valley, and the Central Valley or where they cross 
the East Bay hills in tunnel.  In addition, considering the lengths of 
the alignments, the potential for slope stability impacts is low 
through the Diablo Range.  (page 3.13-19) 

The most likely areas of difficult excavation would be the tunnel 
through the East Bay Hills and the Diablo Range crossings where 
rocks of the Franciscan Complex are highly variable and include 
some rock units that are typically hard, and fracture zones are 
common. (page 3.13-19)    

The Authority and FRA agree that avoidance of these geologic 
hazards is preferable and, to the extent possible, the conceptual 
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alignments presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS have avoided 
these hazards. 

Consistent with the Department of Parks and Recreation 
recommendations, geologic conditions and hazards (particularly 
where the alignment crosses the Diablo Range) will be a critical 
component of the more detailed project-level environmental review 
and preliminary engineering.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS states the 
following with regard to subsequent analysis: 

 As described in Method of Evaluation of Impacts above, this 
analysis was performed generally on the basis of existing data 
available in GIS format.  The data provided in this section are 
intended for planning purposes, are not meant to be definitive for 
specific sites, and have not been independently confirmed.  More 
detailed geologic/geotechnical studies would be required at the 
project level and likely would include subsurface exploration, 
laboratory testing, and engineering analyses to support detailed 
alignment design and mitigation of potential impacts associated 
with geologic and soils conditions, including seismic hazards, slope 
stability, areas of difficult excavation, areas of potential oil and gas 
along proposed tunnel alignments, and mineral resources.  In 
addition, the detailed geologic/geotechnical studies should address 
expansive and corrosive soils.  (page 3.13-23)  

With regard to tunnel impacts on groundwater, Section 3.14, 
Hydrology and Water Resources Section of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS states: 

There is also potential for impacts on groundwater in areas of the 
system where tunneling or substantial excavation would be 
necessary.  For the portions of the HST alignment alternatives in 
tunnel, geologic exploration, including groundwater sampling, 
would be completed prior to constructing the proposed tunnels.  
The geologic/soils/groundwater conditions would be evaluated prior 
to and monitored during construction to aid in the development of 
construction techniques and measures to minimize effects on 
groundwater and surface water resources.  Based on available 
geologic information and previous tunneling projects in proximity to 
proposed tunnels, the Authority plans to fully line tunnels with 
impermeable material to prevent infiltration of ground- or surface 
waters.  Infiltration of ground and surface waters into tunnels is 
undesirable for operations and maintenance reasons and increases 

the potential for adverse impacts on ground and surface waters.  
All reasonable measures would be taken to avoid water infiltration.  
In addition, it is assumed that tunnel boring machines would be 
appropriately equipped with shielding to minimize the infiltration of 
higher pressure groundwater during the boring process. (page 
3.14-49) 

S009-28 
Figure S.4-1 has been updated to show publicly owned lands. 

S009-29 
The label Percentage of Departures Delayed was inadvertently cut 
off from the top of the bar chart but has been added to this Final 
Program EIR/EIR.  On Figure 1.2-4, the top bar chart has been 
labeled Percentage of Departures Delayed–1999.   

S009-30 
Figure 2.5-1 has been updated to show publicly owned lands.   

S009-31 
Figure 2.5-7 has been updated to show publicly owned lands.  At the 
project-level, the Authority and FRA will consider private 
conservation easement lands at greater detail and seek to minimize 
impacts on them. 

S009-32 
The map now shows the location of Carnegie State Vehicular 
Recreation Area and Lake del Valle State Recreation Area, as well as 
regional parks. Please also see Response to Comment S009-31.   

S009-33 
Because the alignment passes over the Pacheco Pass, it is mostly in 
a tunneled alignment. Two cut/fill segments are located near 
Pacheco State Park. 

One is within 3, 000 ft of the park's western boundary at a location 
where the alignment passes under SR 152 in a cut. The segment is 
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approximately 2,600 ft long and more than 120 ft deep. It is unlikely 
that the tracks or overhead contact system would be visible from 
anywhere in the park. The top of the slopes of the cut would be 
visible, but overtime would re- vegetate and blend in with the 
surrounding landscape. 

The second segment is more than 1 mile from the park and 
approximately 1 mile in length. It consists of both a cut and fill 
segment, varying on average from a 150 ft cut to a 120 ft fill. The 
segment is separated from both the park and SR 152 by a ridge, 
blocking it from view. 

These conditions render the visual impact of the proposed HST 
alignment from Pacheco State Park as None, especially when 
considering the High visual impact of SR 152 in the same area. 

S009-34 
The Authority and FRA are keenly aware of the visual sensitivity of 
the Pacheco Creek area.  Development of the design and visual 
elements of the bridges and HST alignment through this area will 
include consultation with stakeholders and coordination with public 
agencies with interests in the affected area, (e.g., open space 
groups, Caltrans, and Department of Parks and Recreation). 

With regard to excavated soils, Section 3.1, Construction Impacts, of 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS states: 

To avoid or limit potential impacts along the surface above the 
tunnels, the selected HST system has limited surface access for 
ventilation and/or evacuation through tunnel design.  The potential 
impacts associated with construction access roads would be greatly 
limited, and avoided altogether in some sensitive segments (as 
defined at the project level), by using in-line construction, i.e., by 
using the new rail infrastructure as it is built to transport equipment 
to and from the construction site and to transport excavated 
materials away from the construction area and to appropriate re-
use or disposal sites.  To avoid the creation of access roads in 
sensitive areas (as defined at the project level), it may be 
necessary to conduct geologic exploration using helicopter 
transport for drilling equipment and restoring sites after use, which 
would result in minimal surface disruption.  Small pilot tunnels 

would be used where more extensive subsurface geology 
information is needed. (page 3-18-7) 

S009-35 
The methodology for categorizing the potential paleontological 
sensitivity is appropriate for a program-level analysis.  The rating of 
high or low does not take away from the potential to identify 
resources as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis.  
The alignment segment from San Luis Reservoir to Valley Floor near 
the San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area was identified to have a 
high sensitivity.   

S009-36 
The discussion has been revised for the alignment alternatives 
discussed in Section 3.12.3, East Bay to Central Valley, to match the 
results shown in Table 3.12-1. 

S009-37 
The text on top of page 3.12-29 in the Draft Program EIR/EIS was 
not part of C. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES but is part of the 
overall discussion of 3.12.6. 

Comparative information on paleontological resources by alignment 
alternative is included in Table 3.12-A in the appendices and 
summarized in Section 3.12.3. 

As noted in Section 3.12.5, as a design practice the Authority and 
FRA are committed to avoiding potential impacts on cultural 
resources through careful alignment alternative design and selection.  
The Authority is committed to avoiding impacts on cultural resources 
to the extent feasible and practical. 

The preparation of a paleontological resources treatment plan is 
included as part of subsequent analysis (Section 3.12.7) to be 
conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analyses.  
Specific mitigation measures will be developed as part of this 
treatment plan. 
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S009-38 
As noted in Section 3.13.1, Regulatory Requirements and Methods of 
Evaluation, in “Geology and Soils,” the rating system for the 
potential for surface rupture for HST was “High if any part of the site 
is within 200 ft (60 m) of an active or potentially active (Quaternary) 
fault; otherwise, low”  (page 3.13-3).  This methodology was applied 
uniformly for all stations. 

S009-39 
The spelling of seismic and Luis have been corrected. 

S009-40 
Pacheco State Park and the San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area 
would not be affected by the alignment alternatives in the San Jose 
to Central Valley Corridor.  These recreational areas are located 
south of the proposed alignment alternatives.     

S009-41 
Please see Response to Comment S009-40. 

Appendix 2D is at sufficient level of detail for the program level of 
analysis.  The alignments are overlaid on color photo-imagery of the 
corridors.  If additional information such as requested in the 
comment were put on the maps, they would become more illegible.  
The Authority created these maps without the additional information 
with two primary goals: 1) to let the satellite imagery speak for itself 
and 2) to reduce the number of maps to reduce cost and the 
unnecessary use of paper. The Authority is able and willing to share 
its alignment files with a requesting party such as the Department of 
Parks and Recreation so that they can make their own maps with the 
alignment data.   

In Section 3.18, Construction Methods, there is an acknowledgement 
that this project:  

has the potential to generate large quantities of material—from 
pavement demolition, clearing and grubbing, and soil/rock—that is 
anticipated to be suitable for reuse in the construction of the 

proposed HST facilities.  Potential uses include aggregate for 
concrete and fill material for other portions of the line. 

 Also the Construction Methods section states that:  

by using the new rail infrastructure as it is built to transport 
equipment to and from the construction site and to transport 
excavated materials away from the construction area and to 
appropriate reuse or disposal sites. 

It is the Authority’s intention to reuse or dispose of the tunnel spoils 
in the most useful way possible. 

S009-42 
These species are listed in Appendix 3.15-A.  The California tiger 
salamander was added to the GEA North Alignment Alternative (note 
that the GEA North Alignment Alternative is not included as part of 
the preferred network alternative).  The project alternatives are not 
located near the McConnell or George J. Hatfield State Recreation 
Areas or the Caswell Memorial State Park. 

S009-43 
Detailed mitigation measures for the HST project will be defined in 
the project-level environmental review and preliminary engineering 
phase of the project.  At the program level, the Authority and FRA 
have included broad-level mitigation strategies that will be further 
refined in future project-level environmental documents.  The broad-
level mitigation strategies listed in Section 3.16, as well as other 
sections of the Program EIR/EIS, generally account for those listed 
for this comment.   

1. See Section 3.16.6, number 11, regarding compensation for the 
temporary loss of revenue.  Specifics of mitigation strategies will 
be developed as part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

2.  See Section 3.16.6, number 6, regarding compensation for the 
lost park and recreation use. Specifics of mitigation strategies 
will be developed as part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

3. See mitigation strategies in Section 3.1.5 regarding the use of 
offsite parking and shuttles as well as the preparation of the 
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traffic management plan, which could include the use of shuttles 
for park visitors during construction. Also see Section 3.16.6, 
number 10, regarding scheduling of construction to minimize 
impacts. Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as 
part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis.   

4. See Section 3.16.6, number 7, regarding restoration to a natural 
state. Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as part 
of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

5. See Section 3.16.6, number 8, regarding planning studies and 
design. Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as 
part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

6. Should impacts from the HST system be considered to reduce 
the park value of a California Department of Parks and 
Recreation system unit, the Authority and FRA will work 
collaboratively with the Department of Parks and Recreation.  
See Section 3.16.6, number 6, regarding compensation for the 
loss of park value. Specifics of mitigation strategies will be 
developed as part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

7. See Section 3.16.6, number 8, regarding planning studies. 
Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as part of the 
Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

8. See Section 3.16.6, number 8, regarding planning studies. 
Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as part of the 
Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

9. The Authority and FRA will provide fair market value, consistent 
with federal and state acquisition laws and regulations, for real 
property loss incurred by the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation.  See Section 3.7 regarding the Federal Uniform 
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended.  Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as 
part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

10. Construction vehicle cleaning to prevent the spread of weeds or 
invasive species is included as a mitigation strategy in Section 
3.15.5.  In addition, the preparation of biological resource 

management plans is included as a mitigation strategy to ensure 
the long-term perpetuation of the existing diversity of habitats in 
the project area and adjacent urban interface zones.  Specifics of 
these mitigation strategies, including the appropriate areas to be 
covered, will be developed as part of the Tier 2 environmental 
analysis.   

11. To the extent possible, disturbed soil will be revegetated with 
local native plants. This is generally identified in Section 3.15.5 
as part of the preparation of biological resource management 
plans. Specifics of this mitigation strategy will be developed as 
part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

12. Mitigation strategies, including erosion control best management 
practices, are discussed in Section 3.14.5.  This is also identified 
in Section 3.15.5 as part of the preparation of biological resource 
management plans. Specifics of these mitigation strategies will 
be developed as part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

13. See Section 3.16.6, number 4, regarding minimization of visual 
impacts. Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as 
part of the Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

14. As noted in Section 3.15.5, functional corridors would be 
established to provide connectivity to protected land zoned for 
uses that provide wildlife permeability. Additional measures are 
discussed in 3.15.5 for mitigating impacts on wildlife corridors.  
Specifics of mitigation strategies will be developed as part of the 
Tier 2 environmental analysis. 

15. As noted in Section 3.15.5, wildlife crossings would be of a 
design, shape, and size to be sufficiently attractive to encourage 
wildlife use.  Overcrossings and undercrossings for wildlife would 
be appropriately vegetated to afford cover and other species 
requirements. 

16. As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS, 
the Authority and FRA will work with the California Department 
of Parks and Recreation to avoid or minimize impacts from both 
construction and operation of the HST system, including lighting, 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from State Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 21-51

 

shading, protection of critical wildlife corridors, and visitor use 
areas. 

S009-44  
The Authority and FRA determined that the extensive information 
contained in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the substantial public 
comment received on the draft (including comments from the 
Department of Parks and Recreation) are sufficient to define a 
Preferred Alternative, as identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
underlying rationale for the Preferred Alternative is provided in the 
document entitled, Draft Staff Recommendations: Preferred Network 
Alternative, HST Alignment and Station Locations, included as 
Appendix 8A of this Final Program EIS/EIR.  Definition of the 
Pacheco Pass Alternative as the Preferred Alternative took into 
account numerous factors, as noted in the report.  Impacts on the 
biologically diverse pristine areas—the critical park and preserve 
resources—through the Diablo Range were not taken lightly but 
were weighed against multiple other impacts and benefits of the 
various alignment alternatives and station location options. 

The Authority and FRA note that the Altamont alignment alternatives 
that serve San Francisco have impacts on the San Francisco Bay and 
the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge and do not agree with the 
Department of Parks and Recreation overall conclusion that the 
Altamont alternatives are less environmentally damaging. 

The Authority and FRA have made substantial efforts, at this 
program and conceptual planning level, to reduce impacts along the 
Preferred Alternative, including extensive use of tunnels through the 
Diablo range.  During the project-level environmental review and 
preliminary engineering, more detailed mitigation measures will be 
developed to further reduce or eliminate the impacts on these 
resources. 

S009-45 
The Authority and FRA will continue to coordinate and consult with 
the Department of Parks and Recreation throughout the 
development of the HST system, including during the project-level 
environmental review and preliminary engineering.  The Authority 
and FRA will continue to pursue, with the help of Department of 
Parks and Recreation and others, methods to avoid or reduce direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts from the construction and operation 
of a HST system on the State’s critical natural resources, including 
the State Park System.  The Authority and FRA appreciate the 
contact information and offer to provide additional information or 
clarification regarding the comments. 
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Comment Letter S010 (John Garamendi, Lieutenant Governor, October 15, 2007) 
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Comment Letter S010 – Continued 
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Response to Letter S010 (John Garamendi, Lieutenant Governor, October 15, 2007) 

S010-1 
The Authority and FRA are pleased with the interest shown in the 
statewide HST system and in the number of people, agencies, and 
organizations that have taken the time to provide comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS and attend the public hearings held 
throughout northern California. 

The Authority and FRA are keenly aware that the decisions they 
make regarding HST alignment and station locations will affect not 
only Sacramento but the entire State of California.  The Authority 
and FRA are pleased that they were able to offer the opportunity for 
citizens, agencies, and organizations to attend public hearings not 
only in Sacramento but throughout northern California and the 
Central Valley, with eight hearings held in San Francisco, San Jose, 
Livermore, Oakland, Gilroy, Merced, Stockton, and Sacramento. 

The Authority and FRA are also pleased that they were able to 
extend the public review comment period on the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS from September 28 to October 26, 2007, in response to 
requests from agencies and the public, thus allowing for the 
extensive public comments that we have received on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS. 

S010-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the Lieutenant Governor’s support 
for the HSR project in California and agree that there is a need to 
address the ever-increasing congestion levels on our transportation 
system. 

S010-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and appreciate the Lieutenant 
Governor’s early involvement in the planning and legislative actions 
for an HST system in California.  The Authority and FRA agree that 
much progress has been made and much remains to be done. 

 

As shown in this volume of the Final Program EIR/EIS, the Authority 
and FRA have received extensive public input via a substantial 
number of public and agency comments on the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS, and this public input has clearly assisted the Authority 
Board in its deliberations. 

S010-4 
The Authority and FRA understand and take very seriously their 
obligations to the State of California and the overall purpose of the 
HST Program.  Chapter 1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” of 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that:  

the purpose of the Bay Area HST is to provide a reliable high-speed 
electrified train system that links the major Bay Area cities to the 
Central Valley, Sacramento, and Southern California, and that 
delivers predictable and consistent travel times.  Further objectives 
are to provide interfaces between the HST system and major 
commercial airports, mass transit and the highway network and to 
relieve capacity constraints of the existing transportation system in 
a manner sensitive to and protective of the Bay Area to Central 
Valley region’s and California’s unique natural resources. (page 
1-4)   

The Authority and FRA also understand the legal and regulatory 
environment (e.g., NEPA and CEQA) within which the program must 
proceed. 

S010-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate and respect the Lieutenant 
Governor’s statement favoring the Altamont route as the preferred 
alternative.  Numerous others have offered a similar view, as shown 
in this volume of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA 
have, however, identified Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS, and this position is also supported by 
many, again as evidenced by the public comments in this volume of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
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Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

S010-6 
Comment acknowledged.  The Final Program EIS/FEIR includes a 
discussion of global climate change (Section 3.3). 

S010-7 
The impact of the HST system on air quality would primarily come 
from the reduction of intercity auto trips. The ridership, vehicle 
emission, and air emission reductions are generally equivalent for 
the Pacheco and Altamont alternatives. Section 3.3 has been refined 
to show a comparison of the air emission reductions for Pacheco 
Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives. 

S010-8 
The Pacheco Pass alternative identified in this Final Program EIS/EIR 
as the Preferred Alternative would not involve a San Francisco Bay 
crossing. Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The two Altamont Pass network alternatives that require a new 
transbay tube, including the one proposed by the Lieutenant 
Governor, would have high potential environmental impacts and 
considerable construction issues.  These alternatives would have 
more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the San Francisco 
Bay.  They would have 38.8 acres of potential impacts on water 
bodies (lakes and San Francisco Bay), whereas the Oakland and San 
Jose Termini Altamont Pass network alternative would have 
2.3 acres of potential direct impacts. 

The cost of the additional 8.8-mile HST segment needed to 
implement a new transbay tube is estimated at about $4.6 billion— 
over $500 million per mile.  Moreover, there is only slightly higher 
ridership and revenue potential (less than 2% higher ridership or 
1.0–1.6 million passengers per year by 2030) when comparing the 
transbay tube alternative via the East Bay versus the related 
Altamont Pass network alternative that terminates in Oakland. 

To implement alternatives that included a new transbay tube, 
coordination would be required with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, 
USFWS, and the California Coastal Commission.  Crossing the Bay 
would also be subject to the USACE, CDFG, and Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission permit process.  Please also refer to 
Response to Comment S010-5. 

Please also see Response to Comment L001-2 for a discussion of 
service to the Central Valley.   

S010-9 
Please see Response to Comment L001-2 for a discussion of service 
to the Central Valley and to Sacramento. 

S010-10 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS does not assert that the capital costs or 
travel times are virtually the same for the Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass alternatives but rather provides actual values by 
alignment and network alternative for these metrics.  The reader can 
therefore calculate the differences among the alignment and 
network alternatives and do a direct comparison.  Visual and 
aesthetic impacts are also described on an alignment basis.  The 
Authority and FRA agree that there are important environmental 
differences among the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives. 

S010-11 
Comment acknowledged.     

As noted in Chapter 7, the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass network 
alternatives present a range of reasonable alternatives for the 
purpose of analyzing potential environmental effects, such as those 
on agricultural lands.  The Pacheco Pass network alternatives do 
have additional farmland impacts as a result of including the BNSF-
UPRR alignments, while the Altamont Pass network alternatives 
included the UPRR alignments through the Central Valley.  Compared 
to the Altamont Pass network alternatives using the UPRR 
alignments, farmlands impacts for the BNSF-UPRR alignments were 
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identified to be higher by about 250 acres.  Subsequent Tier 2 
environmental documents will analyze both the BNSF-UPRR and 
UPRR alignments.   

As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design Practices, use of existing 
transportation corridors would be maximized to avoid or minimize 
impacts.  Use of transportation corridors includes placing HST 
alignments either within or adjacent to a major existing 
transportation corridors.  In addition, future project-level 
environmental analyses will be coordinated with detailed engineering 
to further refine the HST alignments and station locations and avoid 
or minimize farmland impacts to the greatest extent practicable.   

S010-12 
By placing HST alignments either within or adjacent to existing 
transportation corridors, impacts on the floodplain would be limited 
to locations where the alignments would be outside an existing 
corridor.  As noted in Section 3.14, the San Jose to Central Valley 
corridor alignment alternatives extend at-grade or on aerial structure 
through the 100-year floodplains.  The largest area of floodplain 
being crossed is between Gilroy and the Diablo Range, with other 
locations near Morgan Hill and along Henry Miller Road. Existing 
transportation facilities adjacent to the proposed HST already act as 
a barrier to floodflows at many of these locations.  Where the HST 
would have an impact, measures would be implemented to restore 
the floodplain to its prior operation by constructing culverts under 
the tracks to convey anticipated storm flows and to minimize 
ponding.  Impacts on the floodplain from aerial structures would be 
limited to column footings.  Future Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analyses will be coordinated with detailed engineering to further 
refine the HST alignments and station locations and avoid or 
minimize impacts to the greatest extent practicable.   

S010-13 
Ridership forecasts do not show a major difference in Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) or in vehicle trip reductions on I-580 and SR 99 for 
the Altamont alternative compared with the Pacheco alternative.  For 
I-580 between Livermore and I-5, the Pacheco alternative achieves a 

5.4% reduction in peak traffic, while the Altamont alternative 
achieves a 5.7% reduction.  For SR 99 between Ripon and Merced, 
the Pacheco alternative achieves a 2.8% reduction in peak traffic, 
while the Altamont alternative achieves a 3.0 % reduction (Table 
3.1-2 in Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking).  

S010-14 
Each of the subject impact categories are discussed below. 

S010-15 
Several design elements have been employed to minimize or avoid 
direct and indirect impacts on resources of concern, including 
tunneling, elevated alignments, and alignments adjacent to existing 
transportation rights-of-way.  The environmental analysis for the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS was conducted at a program level and 
identifies the need for field reconnaissance-level surveys to be 
conducted in the future at the project level.  These future surveys 
will determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along the 
Henry Miller alignment alternative and the entire preferred HST 
network alternative.  These more detailed surveys will identify 
specifically where impacts on wetlands, sensitive habitat, and 
special-status species could occur and where focused species 
surveys are required.  The Henry Miller alignment alternative and 
other alignment alternatives using the Pacheco Pass will be further 
designed at the project level to avoid or minimize potential impacts.  
Broad program mitigation strategies have been identified and will be 
further refined and applied at the project level to mitigate impacts.  

Where potential vibration impacts may occur, including sensitive 
habitats, measures would be employed to minimize those impacts.  
This includes using train and track technologies that minimize 
ground vibration, such as state-of-the-art suspensions, resilient track 
pads, tie pads, ballast mats, or floating slabs. 

S010-16 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Please also see 
Chapter 5.  
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S010-17 
The GEA was identified in the Draft Program EIR/EIS (Section 
3.15.2) and is in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Response to 
Comments S006-4 and S006-5.      

S010-18 
Section 3.3 of this Final Program EIR/EIS includes the greenhouse 
gas emissions from the two major alternatives (Altamont Low, 
Pacheco Low).  
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Comment Letter L001 (Janet Bibby, Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, July 13, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L001 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L001 (Janet Bibby, Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, July 13, 2007) 

L001-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) appreciate Mariposa County’s interest 
in the High-Speed Rail Program. 

L001-2 
The Authority and FRA understand the importance of the Bay Area to 
Central Valley alignment decisions to Mariposa County and to the 
entire State of California, and have given considerable thought to 
this decision. 

L001-3 
A review of the public comments received on the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIR/EIS) shows that there are numerous supporters and opponents 
for both the Altamont and the Pacheco Pass alternatives, as 
summarized in the following paragraphs. 

Based on public comments, the Altamont Pass supporters include the 
cities of Oakland, Union City, and Atwater; the town of Atherton; the 
counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Mariposa, and Kern; the 
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley; the San Joaquin 
Regional Policy Council; Sacramento Area Council of Governments; 
San Joaquin County Council of Governments; Tulare County 
Association of Governments; Altamont Commuter Express (ACE); 
California Department of Parks and Recreation; California 
Environmental Coalition; California State Parks Foundation (CSPF); 
Planning and Conservation League (PCL); Sierra Club; Grassland 
Water District; Grassland Resources Conservation District; Grassland 
Conservation, Education & Legal Defense Fund; California Outdoor 
Heritage Alliance; Bay Rail Alliance; Transportation Involves 
Everyone (TIE); San Joaquin COG Citizens Advisory Committee; 
Tracy Region Alliance for a Quality Community; Ducks Unlimited; 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF); 
California Rail Foundation (CRF); Defenders of Wildlife; Regional 

Alliance for Transit (RAFT); Citizens’ Committee to Complete the 
Refuge; Train Riders Association of California (TRAC); and a number 
of members of the public representing themselves. 

There are a considerable number of organizations, agencies, and 
individuals who expressed concern in their public comments 
regarding potential impacts on the San Francisco Bay and Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge by HST 
alternatives via the Altamont Pass using a Dumbarton Crossing.  
These include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC); 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC); U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS); Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge; Congress members Zoe Lofgren, Michael Honda, Anna 
Eshoo, and Tom Lantos; State Senators Elaine Alquist and Abel 
Maldanado; Assembly member Jim Beale; Santa Clara County; San 
Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans); San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority (TA); Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) Joint 
Powers Board (JPB); San Francisco Bay Trail Project; San Jose 
Chamber of Commerce; San Francisco Bay Trail Project; the City of 
San Jose; the City of Oakland; and Don Edwards (Member of 
Congress, 1963-1995).  The East Bay Regional Park District has 
raised concerns in regards to potential impacts on nine regional 
parks, in particular the Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau regional 
parks, and the Alameda Creek Regional Train between Pleasanton 
and Niles Junction for Altamont Pass alternatives.  In addition, the 
City of Fremont opposes the Altamont Pass, and the City of 
Pleasanton does not support the Altamont Pass but remains “open” 
to terminating Altamont alternatives in Livermore.  The MTC and 
Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty also support the 
investigation of Altamont Pass alternatives terminating in Livermore.  

The Pacheco Pass public comment supporters include the MTC, the 
cities of San Francisco, San Jose, Redwood City, Fremont, Morgan 
Hill, Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Gilroy, and Salinas; the counties of San 
Francisco, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and Monterey; Congress 
members Lofgren, Honda, Eshoo, and Lantos; Assembly member 
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Beale; State Senators Alquist and Maldanado; the San Francisco 
County Transportation Agency; the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA); Caltrain JPB; SamTrans; TA; Monterey County 
Transportation Agency; Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency; Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty; the San Jose, 
the Redwood City, and the San Mateo County Chamber of 
Commerce; the Silicon Valley Leadership Group; and a number of 
members of the public representing themselves. 

There are a considerable number of organizations, agencies, and 
individuals who have expressed concern in their public comments 
regarding potential impacts on the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) 
and/or the uninhabited portions of the Pacheco Pass by HST 
alternatives via the Pacheco Pass.  These include the USFWS, 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, Grassland Water District, 
Grassland Resources Conservation District, Grassland Conservation, 
Education & Legal Defense Fund, Ducks Unlimited, California 
Outdoor Heritage Alliance, California Waterfowl Association, 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Citizens’ Committee to 
Complete the Refuge, Bay Rail Alliance, CRF, CSPF, Defenders of 
Wildlife, PCL, RAFT, Sierra Club, TRAC, and TRANSDEF.  California 
Department of Parks and Recreation raised concerns regarding 
potential impacts on State Parks and reserve resources through the 
Pacheco Pass.  In addition, the town of Atherton opposes use of the 
Caltrain Corridor between San Jose and San Francisco and the City 
of Millbrae has raised concerns regarding potential impacts through 
the City of Millbrae.  

Regarding HST route miles, the Altamont Pass alternative serving 
both San Jose and San Francisco would be shorter by some 64 miles 
compared to the Pacheco Pass alternative serving both San Jose and 
San Francisco, although the Altamont Pass Alternative would result 
in fewer trains serving San Jose and San Francisco.  Specifically, for 
this Altamont Pass alternative, some of the trains would travel south 
to San Jose and while some would cross the Bay into San Francisco, 
thus reducing the train frequencies to each of these urban areas. 

Please also note that express travel times between Los Angeles and 
San Francisco are very similar for the two alternatives.  As noted in 

the Draft Program EIR/EIS Summary:  “Express train travel times 
from San Francisco to Los Angeles vary by 2 minutes between the 
Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass network alternatives, assuming a 
new Bay Crossing at Dumbarton for the Altamont Pass.” (page S-
12). 

Regarding ridership, the ridership and revenue forecasts done by 
MTC in partnership with the Authority concluded that both the 
Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass network alternatives have high 
ridership and revenue potential.  While additional forecasts with 
different assumptions may result in somewhat different results, the 
bottom-line conclusion is expected to remain the same and therefore 
ridership is not a major factor in differentiating between the 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives. 

In terms of service to Modesto and Stockton, the HST system 
approved at the conclusion of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
includes corridors and stations for HST service through the entire 
Central Valley from southern California to Sacramento, regardless of 
the Preferred Alternative selected for the Bay Area to Central Valley.  
Please note that the Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative would 
provide service to downtown Merced.  Whether HST service is 
provided via Altamont Pass or Pacheco Pass, the Authority Board has 
stated its intent to serve the entire Central Valley. 

Consistent with the current statewide bond measure for 2008, the 
Authority Board has selected as its first phase the line from Anaheim 
to the Bay Area, and has stated its intent to subsequently add 
service to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The first phase of the 
Board-adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track 
from Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The Authority recognizes the desire of the full Central Valley to be 
served.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative serving as the primary north/south alignment between 
southern and northern California, the Authority has also 
recommended that additional improvements be made in the 
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Altamont Corridor in concert with regional partners, and 
correspondingly, the Authority has agreed to pursue additional high-
speed rail bond funds for such improvements. 

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central Valley 
residents and would likely involve improvements in the Central 
Valley.  The Authority and regional partners, including the Central 
Valley, would need to define the priorities for such improvements.  
The Authority is pursuing a partnership with “local and regional 
agencies and transit providers” to propose and develop a joint-use 
(Regional Rail and HST) infrastructure project in the Altamont Pass 
corridor—as advocated in MTC’s recently approved “Regional Rail 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area.”   

Rather than compete with other commuter rail, the Preferred 
Pacheco Pass alternative is strongly supported by the Caltrain JPB, 
which views the HST service as a major improvement to overall rail 
service in the Caltrain Corridor with the development of a fully 
grade-separated, electrified, four-tack system.  The HST system is 
viewed as an adjunct to the Caltrain service—a fully supportive and 
complementary service.  MTC supported use of the Caltrain Corridor 
for HST service, recognizing that HST service between Fremont and 
San Jose would be competitive with the Capital Corridor commute 
service and with the proposed Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 
extension from Warm Springs into San Jose. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L001-4 
The Merced hearing was held on August 30, and two additional 
public hearings were added in Stockton and in Sacramento.  Thus, in 
addition to the urban centers of San Jose, San Francisco, and 
Oakland, hearings were held in the communities of Livermore, 
Gilroy, Merced, Stockton, and Sacramento. 

L001-5 
The Authority and FRA agree that the southern section of the HST 
system offers unique challenges and that all of the populations 
centers along the HST routes have a stake in the statewide HST 
alignments. 

L001-6 
With the exception of the Bay Area to Central Valley, the Authority 
Board has determined the alignments for the statewide system, and 
these decisions followed an extensive public outreach and 
environmental review process.  For the reasons identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS, including responses to comments in this 
letter, the Pacheco Pass Alternative has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. Please also refer to Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L002 (Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo, August 21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L002 (Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo, August 21, 2007) 

L002-1 
Per the California Public Records Act and in response to this request, 
the Authority has made available all reports, analyses, memoranda, 
studies, plans, correspondence, electronic mail messages, notes, and 
other documents related to the evaluation of the potential impacts of 
the Henry Miller (UPRR and BNSF) alignments and the GEA North 
alignment.  Per the letter, the materials provided excluded 
correspondence from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo and 
excluded documents provided to the Authority as part of the 
GWD’s/GRCD’s December 15, 2006, scoping comments. 

L002-2 
The Authority responded to this California Public Records Act 
request. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-8

 

Comment Letter L003 (Gavin Newsom, City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Mayor, September 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L003 (Gavin Newsom, City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Mayor, September 17, 
2007) 

L003-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Mayor Newsom’s support for the 
HST project in California. 

L003-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
consistent with Mayor Newsom’s letter.  The Pacheco Pass 
Alternative through San Jose and along the Caltrain Corridor to the 
Transbay Transit Center is the Preferred Alternative.  The Caltrain 
JPB support of the Pacheco Pass alignment is included in this volume 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS (see Comment Letter L026). 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L003-3 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the funding included in San 
Francisco’s Proposition K to extend Caltrain to the Transbay Transit 
Center, which is the northern terminus for the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA appreciate the resolution passed by the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors supporting the HST program.  The 
Authority and FRA acknowledge Mayor Newsom’s support for a 
statewide bond measure in November of 2008. 
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Comment Letter L004 (Marshall Kamena, City of Livermore, September 1, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L004 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L004 (Marshall Kamena, City of Livermore, September 1, 2007) 

L004-1 
The Authority and FRA recognize the importance of the Tri-Valley 
area’s role in the region’s transportation’s network and are aware of 
the Tri-Valley Policy and Technical Advisory committees.  The 
Authority and FRA are pleased that we were able to hold public 
hearings on the Draft Program EIR/EIS throughout Northern 
California, including the Livermore public hearing.  The Authority 
appreciates the opportunities provided to it to meet with the 
committees. 

L004-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the Policy Advisory Committee’s 
public input. 

L004-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Tri-Valley PAC’s concerns 
regarding right-of-way takes and aerial structures through 
Pleasanton.  These concerns played a role in the selection of the 
Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

L004-4 
The Authority and FRA have made a concerted effort to coordinate 
the HST Program with the Regional Rail Planning undertaken by the 
MTC.  Joint scoping/public meetings were held at the outset of the 
HST Program EIR/EIS, and the Authority participated as a member 
of the management team for the Regional Rail Plan, along with MTC, 
BART, and the Caltrain JPB/SamTrans. 

The Authority has transmitted to BART the PAC’s recommendation 
for a continued and prompt evaluation of a BART extension to 
Isabel/Stanley, Greenville, and beyond. 

L004-5 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the PAC’s recommendation for 
express HST service through Pacheco Pass and regional overlay 
service through the Altamont Pass.  This recommendation is 
consistent with the Authority recommendation for the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS is for Pacheco Pass, and the Authority has initiated a 
process to work with the region to evaluate and pursue regional rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor to address the important 
travel demand in this corridor. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L004-6 
The Authority and FRA agree that the right-of-way requirements and 
the need for aerial structures would be less and the impacts would 
correspondingly be reduced for commuter rail improvements through 
the Altamont Pass compared to an HST system along this corridor. 

L004-7 
The Authority and FRA, in concert with our regional partners, will 
continue to look for opportunities to serve all major markets in 
northern California.  

L004-8 
The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS is 
for Pacheco Pass, and the HST bond funds, as currently defined, 
would first be applied to this Preferred Alternative, consistent with 
the Authority-adopted phasing plan. 

The Authority will pursue state HST bond funds, in concert with its 
regional partners, for regional rail/HST improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor, as identified by the region. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-13

 

L004-9 
The entire HST system will need to be developed as incremental 
improvements, as shown in the Authority adopted phasing plan.  
Additionally, should funding for improvements in the Central Valley 
(north of Merced) and in the Altamont Corridor (as identified by the 
regional stakeholders) be added to the HST bond or identified from 
other sources, these improvements clearly could come before the 
development of the Pacheco Pass portion of the HST alignment. 
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Comment Letter L005 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, September 17, 2007 ) 
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Response to Letter L005 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, September 17, 2007 ) 

L005-1 
The public comment period was extended from September 28 to 
October 26, 2007. 
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Comment Letter L006 (Susan Frost, City of Livermore, September 28, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L006 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L006 (Susan Frost, City of Livermore, September 28, 2007) 

L006-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the City of Livermore’s 
endorsement and encouragement for high-speed rail as a regional 
and statewide transportation option. 

L006-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Livermore’s role as a 
responsible agency and as a participating member of the Tri-Valley 
technical and policy groups.  The Authority and FRA appreciate the 
opportunities that we have had to work with these groups. 

L006-3 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative for the HST 
system in this Final EIS/EIR, and project-level preliminary 
engineering and environmental review will be performed by the 
Authority and FRA for this Preferred Alternative, which would not 
traverse the City of Livermore.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the Preferred Alternative. 

L006-4 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Livermore’s concerns 
regarding right-of-way requirements and the impacts of aerial 
structures.  These concerns played a role in the identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also refer to 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Livermore’s support 
for the “hybrid” alternative, with HST in the Pacheco Pass and 
regional rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  Pacheco Pass 
has been identified as the HST Preferred Alternative, and the 
Authority is in the process of working with the regional partners and 
stakeholders to plan and pursue regional rail improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor. 

The Authority and FRA agree that regional rail improvements would 
have lower levels of right-of-way impacts and would require fewer 
sections of aerial alignment, if any.  The Authority and FRA agree 
that regional rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor could be 
developed in such a way as to provide for higher speed commuter 
rail in this corridor. 

L006-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the support for continued studies 
on this project. 

L006-6 
References to the City of Livermore’s General Plan are now dated 
2003 in this Final Program EIR/EIS (page 3.7-36). 

L006-7 
Please see Response to Comment L006-3.  HST improvements are 
not proposed for the City of Livermore, so additional environmental 
review will not be performed as part of the HST Program.  Regional 
Rail improvements in this corridor would undergo their own 
environmental review. 

L006-8 
Additional ridership and revenue analysis will be done as part of 
future project-level analysis. 

Substantial analysis has already been undertaken regarding the 
“effectiveness of attracting ridership” for different network, 
alignment, and station alternatives, including those that could 
potentially pass through Livermore on an Altamont Pass alignment.  
These analysis results have been included in summary comparative 
fashion in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The forecasting process and 
results have been completely documented in a series of technical 
reports that are posted on the Authority’s web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/. 
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These reports have been available at this location throughout the 
public comment period for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L006-9 
Please see Response to Comment L006-7. 
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Comment Letter L007 (Charles Rivasplata, City and County and San Francisco, Planning Department, September 
21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L007 (Charles Rivasplata, City and County and San Francisco, Planning Department, September 
21, 2007) 

L007-1 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of San Francisco 
Planning Department’s support for HST to downtown San Francisco 
at the Transbay Transit Center, with direct links to other transit 
carriers.     

The Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS, consistent with the Planning Department’s 
letter.  One reason for this selection is the opportunity to use the 
existing Caltrain Corridor for high-speed service, in concert with a 
regional commuter rail system providing more local service and 
feeding the statewide HST system. 

Connections of the major population centers in the region on one 
HST line (with no splitting of the line and decrease in train 
frequencies) played a role in the selection of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L008 (Fred Diaz, City of Fremont, September 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L008 (Fred Diaz, City of Fremont, September 25, 2007) 

L008-1 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and in this letter from the 
City of Fremont, aerial structures are expected to be necessary along 
the Altamont alignment in the City of Fremont west of the Niles 
Canyon tunnel.  The aerial segments would be needed due to the 
narrow rail rights-of-way in the City of Fremont.  The Draft Program 
EIR/EIS notes that portions of this aerial alignment would be 
adjacent to the Fremont local commercial center and to residential 
areas in the Centerville area.  As noted in the letter, the tunnel 
option through Fremont would have higher capital costs along with 
aerial segments and associated impacts.   

  

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the City of Fremont’s support 
for the Pacheco Pass Alternative with an East Bay extension, which, 
as indicated in the letter, would have fewer impacts on the City of 
Fremont. 

The City of Fremont’s support for the Pacheco Pass Alternative and 
opposition to the Altamont Pass alternatives played a role in the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L008-2 
The City of Fremont will be notified of future planning activities and 
pending actions for the HST system. 
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Comment Letter L009 (Mark Green, City of Union City, September 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L009 (Mark Green, City of Union City, September 25, 2007) 

L009-1 
As noted in the Draft Program EIS/EIR, capital cost estimates for 
the various network alternatives vary, depending on the 
alignments included and the urban centers served.  As stated in 
the Summary: 

Capital costs for the HST Network Alternatives range from $6.0 
billion for Altamont Pass Union City terminus—the shortest 
network alternative—to $20.4 billion for a combination of the 
Altamont and Pacheco Network options with service to all three 
urban centers—the longest network alternative.  The average 
cost per mile ranges from $37.5 million for a Pacheco Pass 
alternative terminating at San Jose to $74.3 million for a 
Pacheco Pass alignment serving San Francisco and Oakland 
with a new transbay tube. 

The highest costs per mile are for the network alternatives that 
include a new San Francisco Bay crossing in a tube or a bridge.  
Network alternatives that include a new transbay tube 
between Oakland and San Francisco exhibit costs per mile of 
between $61.4 and $74.3 million.  Network alternatives that 
include a new bridge crossing of the Bay near Dumbarton 
exhibit costs between $54.0 and $62.6 million per mile.  (page 
S-11) 

Thus, some Altamont Pass network alternatives cost less than 
Pacheco Pass network alternatives, and vice versa.  For example, 
the Altamont Pass Network Alternative serving both San 
Francisco and San Jose is estimated to cost more to build ($12.7 
billion) than the Pacheco Pass Alternative serving these same 
urban centers ($12.4 billion); while the Altamont Pass Network 
Alternative serving all three urban centers (San Francisco, 
Oakland, and San Jose), assuming a bridge over the San 
Francisco Bay, is estimated to cost less ($15.1 billion) than the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative serving all three centers ($16 
billion). 

Although the least costly of the network alternatives, the 
Authority and FRA have determined that the Altamont Pass 

network alternative that terminates in Union City fails to meet 
the Project’s purpose and need because it does not provide 
direct HST service to San Francisco, Oakland, or San Jose (the 
major Bay Area cities), nor does it provide interface with the 
major commercial airports.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that the Altamont Pass 
Network Alternatives are less costly to operate, assuming the 
same number of trains.  As stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS: 

The cost to operate and maintain an HST system varies 
proportionately with the length of the network and the 
frequency of the service to be provided.  For the comparison 
presented in this document, the frequency of trains serving the 
Bay Area was kept consistent between the network 
alternatives considered.  The systemwide operating and 
maintenance (O&M) costs are the lowest for the Altamont Pass 
network alternatives, ranging from $1.07 to $1.12 billion per 
year, because of the substantially shorter length for 
Sacramento to Bay Area services.  The systemwide O&M costs 
for the Pacheco Pass network alternatives are approximately 
$80 million per year more than the Altamont Pass network 
alternatives serving the same markets. 

The Altamont Pass network alternatives would require the 
system to split in two separate directions to serve both San 
Jose and San Francisco given a constant number of trains.  
This decreases the frequency of service from other markets in 
the state to these stations by a factor of two, as compared to 
network alternatives using the Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives. (page S-11) 

Both the Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives would allow for 
phasing of the system. 

The Altamont Pass alternatives would provide for good 
interconnection at the Union City intermodal station, as 
recognized in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and 
FRA note that this interconnection would also be possible, should 
the Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative be extended at a future 
date from San Jose to Union City or up to Oakland. 
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A number of factors need to be considered when comparing the 
environmental impacts of the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives.  As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, both 
network alternatives would potentially result in significant 
environmental impacts, even with mitigation strategies 
incorporated.  Both alternatives are in areas that have 
undergone human change, either through the development of 
buildings or transportation facilities or through ranching, 
farming, or other agricultural activities.   

The Authority and FRA note that the alignments for both 
alternatives were located to minimize impacts on both the built 
and natural environments. 

The Pacheco Pass network alternative identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS serves both San 
Francisco and San Jose; minimizes impacts on wetlands, water 
bodies, and the environment; and minimizes construction issues 
associated with a San Francisco Bay crossing, which can lead to 
delay and cost escalation. 

The Preferred Alternative best serves the connection between 
northern and southern California, with the greatest potential 
frequency and capacity, superior connectivity between the South 
Bay and southern California, and fewer potential intermediate 
stops.  It fully uses the Caltrain Corridor and is consistent with 
the Authority’s adopted phasing strategy.  Much of the Bay Area 
(MTC, City of San Francisco, cities along the San Francisco 
Peninsula, City of San Jose, the South Bay, and Monterey Bay 
area) strongly supports the Pacheco Pass with HST service on 
the Caltrain Corridor to San Francisco. 

The Altamont Pass network alternatives that require a new 
transbay tube to serve San Francisco would have high potential 
environmental impacts on aquatic and sensitive resources and 
considerable construction issues.  These alternatives would have 
more than 38 acres of potential direct impacts on the San 
Francisco Bay and other water bodies and more than 33 acres of 
potential direct impacts on wetlands, 70% of that occurring in 
the area of the Bay.  The Altamont Pass network alternatives 

that require an elevated Bay crossing along the Dumbarton 
corridor to serve San Francisco would have even greater 
potential environmental impacts.  These alternatives would also 
impact the nationally recognized Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge.  The network alternatives crossing at 
this location would result in more than 39 acres of potential 
direct impacts on the Bay and other water bodies and up to 
46.3 acres of potential direct impact on wetlands, 73% occurring 
in the area of the Bay.  For any alternatives that include a new 
Bay crossing, extensive coordination would be required with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, USFWS, and the California Coastal 
Commission.  Proposed facilities crossing the Bay would also be 
subject to the USACE, CDFG, and BCDC permit processes. 

The Authority’s Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative serving San 
Francisco and San Jose via Henry Miller Road was also located to 
minimize impacts. Extensive use of tunnels and elevated sections 
of the HST system have been included to minimize impacts on 
the Diablo Range and the GEA.  This network alternative would 
result in potential direct impacts on 3.8 acres of water bodies 
and 15.6 acres of wetlands, 74% of that occurring along the 
Henry Miller alignment.  

In comparing the preferred Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative 
with the Altamont Pass alternatives that serve San Francisco, the 
Pacheco Pass alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose via 
Henry Miller Road (UPRR Connection) would not impact the Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge but would 
extend through portions of the GEA.  The Authority-
recommended Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative would extend 
along Henry Miller Road and would not directly impact the San 
Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex, existing wildlife 
management areas, or state parks in the area generally 
identified as the GEA. 

Impacts on wetlands, water bodies, and sensitive aquatic habitat 
would be less for the Authority-recommended alternative than 
for the Altamont alternatives that cross the San Francisco Bay, 
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but the Pacheco alternative would result in higher impacts on 
farmlands and streams. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that: 

Express train travel times from San Francisco to Los Angeles 
vary by 2 minutes between the Pacheco Pass and Altamont 
Pass network alternatives, assuming a new Bay Crossing at 
Dumbarton for the Altamont Pass.  (page S-12)   

As noted in Union City’s letter, travel times would be less 
between the Bay Area and Sacramento for the Altamont Pass 
alternatives with a Bay crossing.  The Draft EIS/EIR notes that, 
for Altamont Pass options with a new Bay crossing at 
Dumbarton, a trip: 

from San Francisco to Sacramento would take 1 hour and 6 
minutes.  The Pacheco Pass network alternatives would take 
an additional 41 minutes.  An express trip between Oakland 
and Sacramento would take 53 minutes over the Altamont 
Pass and an additional 45 minutes over the Pacheco Pass.  
From San Jose to Sacramento, the express travel time over the 
Pacheco Pass would be 49 minutes, with an additional 29 
minutes over the Pacheco Pass. (page S-12) 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

L009-2 
The station fact sheet shows a station location option on the 
Niles Subdivision approximately 900 ft from the BART station. 

L009-3 
The current plans for an HST station at Union City approximately 
900 ft from the Union City Passenger Rail Project allow for 
reasonable transfers between the HST and BART, Capitol 
Corridor, ACE, and other local transit services.  The time and 
potential inconvenience of this transfer is reflected in the HST 
ridership and revenue forecast results that use this station. 

L009-4 
The station configurations shown here are conceptual.  The 
suggested changes to the design will be addressed at the project 
level of analysis. 

L009-5 
The Union City fact sheet has been updated to show the freight 
use. 

L009-6 
It is acknowledged that the future Union City Intermodal Station 
will have the Capitol Corridor trains on the Oakland sub-division.  
The fact sheet has been updated to reflect the proposed HST 
station but not the Union City Intermodal Station. 

L009-7 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Union City’s offer to meet and 
inform the HST program. 
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Comment Letter L010 (Dave Potter, Monterey County, Board of Supervisors, August 28, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L010 (Dave Potter, Monterey County, Board of Supervisors, August 28, 2007) 

L010-1 
Service to the growing Monterey County and Monterey Bay area, as 
well as interconnectivity with existing and future transit systems at 
Gilroy and along the Caltrain Corridor, were among the reasons for 
identification of the Pacheco Pass Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L011 (Don Marcus, County of San Benito, Board of Supervisors, September 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L011 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L011 (Don Marcus, County of San Benito, Board of Supervisors, September 26, 2007) 

L011-1 
Chapter 1 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, “Purpose and Need and 
Objectives,” discusses the purpose of and need for a High Speed Rail 
system in the Bay Area to Central Valley and statewide.  The 
proposed project would link the Bay Area, Central Valley, 
Sacramento, and southern California. 

As established by the Authority Board, the study region is bounded 
by Pacheco Pass to the south, Altamont Pass to the north, the BNSF 
Railroad to the east, and the Caltrain Corridor to the west.  HST 
alignment and 21 network alternatives are described and evaluated 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L011-2 
As noted in Section 3.14 of the Final Program EIR/EIS, the Pacheco 
alignment alternative extends at-grade or on aerial structure through 
the 100-year floodplain.  As noted in the comment, the largest area 
of floodplain being crossed is between Gilroy and the Diablo Range.  
The HST would restore the floodplain to its prior operation by 
constructing culverts under the tracks to convey anticipated storm 
flows and to minimize ponding.  Impacts on the floodplain from 
aerial structures would be limited to column footings.  Future Tier 2 
project-level environmental analyses will be coordinated with 
detailed engineering to further refine the HST alignments and station 
locations and avoid or minimize impacts to the greatest extent 
practicable.   

L011-3 
The proposed Pacheco Pass alignment alternative would be in tunnel 
through the potential California tiger salamander habitat shown in 
the illustration provided by the commenter. Future Tier 2 project-
level analyses would include focused surveys for state and federal 
threatened and endangered species and detailed identification of 
habitat, wildlife movement/migration corridors, and wetlands and 
water resources to further identify impacts and develop site specific 

mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.  Design practices incorporated into the project include 
underpasses or overpasses or other appropriate passageways that 
would be designed to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate any potential 
impacts on wildlife movement, including the tiger salamander.   

L011-4 
The expected effect of either the Pacheco or Altamont Pass HST 
alternatives would be to decrease traffic on most intercity highways 
while increasing it locally on streets in station areas. Table 3.1-2 in 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, shows that 
traffic is expected to decrease on State Route (SR) 152 by 4.2% 
under the Pacheco Pass alternative and increase by 0.6% under the 
Altamont Pass alternative. On US 101, peak period traffic between 
San Jose and Gilroy is expected to decrease by 4% under the 
Pacheco Pass alternative and by 1.6% under the Altamont Pass 
alternative. SR 25 and SR 156 were not analyzed because no impact 
was expected. 

L011-5 
The air quality analysis for the program-level document was 
conducted at a regional level.  If the project is to move forward, the 
project-level air quality analysis will take the different air quality 
basins into consideration in the analysis. 

Microscale impacts at station location options will be examined in the 
project-level analyses currently being conducted. 

L011-6 
The California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) 
was used to identify potential farmland impacts.  This included 
evaluating the study area impacts of the alignment alternatives and 
station location options on Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance.  
These are described in Section 3.8, Agricultural Lands, along with 
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potential impacts of severance, as well as potential conflicts with 
farmland programs and policies.   

L011-7 
The Authority is charged to develop a proposed HST network that is 
fully coordinated with other public transportation systems (California 
Public Utility Code Section 185030 et seq.). Coordination with public 
transit agencies will be continued in future project-specific studies 
and planning for stations along HST alignments.  It is not the 
intention of the system to divert funding from existing transit 
systems or other programs. 
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Comment Letter L012 (Maria Ayerdi, Transbay Joint Power Authority, September 27, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L012 (Maria Ayerdi, Transbay Joint Power Authority, September 27, 2007) 

L012-1 
The Authority and FRA agree that publishing and circulating the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is a milestone for the HST program. 

L012-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
consists of the Pacheco Pass Alternative with the Transbay Transit 
Center as the Bay Area’s northern terminus station. 

The Authority and FRA are aware, and the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
notes, that the Transbay Transit Center is located in a major 
destination in the state and that this facility would provide 
multimodal connectivity to the San Francisco Bay Area region. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge, and the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
notes, that an integral part of the Transbay Transit Center is transit-
oriented development proposed on properties near the center, 
consistent with MTC policies and the Regional Rail Plan. 

The Authority and FRA are aware of the existing and proposed 
public/private funding, the national recognition, the completed 
environmental review, and the voter and legislative support for the 
Transbay Transit Center. 

These factors played into the identification of the Transbay Transit 
Center’s identification as the Preferred Alternative identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L012-3 
The travel time of 2:36 is an optimized travel time that accounts only 
for vehicle travel between downtown Los Angeles and downtown 
San Francisco and does not include station access time.  If the 4th 
and King terminal were the destination, the in-vehicle travel time 
would be shorter by 2.5 minutes.   

L012-4 
Comment acknowledged.     

L012-5 
Comment acknowledged.  Section 1.4.2 (page S-11) of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS presented a comparison of capital costs of the HST 
system and operational costs.  It did not attempt to address the 
costs of additional travel times for passengers.  The different 
passenger costs (both travel time and total costs) for different 
station location options were accounted for in the ridership and 
revenue forecasts.  Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L012-6 
Travel times between Sacramento and San Francisco are less for the 
Altamont Pass alternatives than for the Pacheco Alternatives.  As 
noted in Table S.5-1, travel time between San Francisco and 
Sacramento with a transbay tube between Oakland and San 
Francisco would be 57 minutes, compared to 1 hour and 47 minutes 
for the Pacheco Pass Alternative, a difference of 50 minutes.   

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not include a San Francisco Bay crossing due to construction 
issues, logistical constraints, costs, and environmental impacts.  The 
Altamont Pass alternatives with a new transbay tube between 
Oakland and San Francisco would have high potential environmental 
impacts and considerable construction issues.  This alternative would 
have more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the San 
Francisco Bay and 38.8 acres of potential impacts on water bodies 
(lakes + San Francisco Bay), whereas the Oakland and San Jose 
Termini Altamont Pass Network Alternative would have only 2.3 
acres of potential direct impacts.  In addition, for any alternatives 
that included a new Bay crossing, extensive coordination would be 
required with the USACE under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
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Act, USFWS, and the California Coastal Commission.  Proposed 
facilities crossing the Bay would also be subject to the USACE, CDFG, 
and BCDC permit processes. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L012-7 
The Authority and the Caltrain JPB have developed and signed a 
cooperative agreement regarding the need to fully coordinate the 
design/engineering, facility needs, service levels, funding, right-of-
way, and other issues between Caltrain and the Authority.  The 
Authority proposes that such an agreement also be developed and 
executed between the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and 
the Authority.  The detailed relationships between the TJPA, Caltrain, 
and the Authority will be more precisely developed and defined as 
the project proceeds into the preliminary engineering and project-
level environmental review. 

L012-8 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and appreciate the extensive 
planning and engineering that that has been undertaken to date by 
the TJPA and Caltrain to enable shared track operations along the 
Caltrain Corridor and into the new Transbay Transit Center.  The 
Authority anticipates additional detailed planning and coordination 
between the TJPA, Caltrain, and the Authority as the project 
proceeds into the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review. 

L012-9 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that the Caltrain electrification 
project is being planned to be fully consistent with the HST 
equipment and requirements. 

The Authority and FRA understand that the current terminal building 
is referred to as the Transbay Terminal, and the proposed new 
terminal is referred to as the Transbay Transit Center, and the Final 

Program EIR/EIS has been revised to be consistent with this 
comment. 

L012-10 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes the Transbay Transit Center as the northern terminus for 
the Pacheco Pass/Caltrain Corridor.  Other alternatives are not 
identified as preferred.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-11 
Table 2.5-3 does not make reference to a “station at 4th and 
Townsend streets.”  As appropriately labeled, this table references 
an end-point of a segment as “4th/Townsend.”     

L012-12 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 which identify the 
Transbay Transit Center as the northern terminus for the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Authority and FRA are aware of the Downtown 
Extension alignment identified in the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain 
Downtown Extension/ Redevelopment EIS/EIR and the associated 
Record of Decision issued by the Federal Transit Administration.  

L012-13 
The project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate in more detail the various 
access modes and their associated impact for each of the station 
location options identified in the Preferred Alternative, including 
pedestrian access.  For the Transbay Transit Center, the Authority 
and FRA will use as a starting point for this analysis the Transbay 
Terminal/Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Final EIS/EIR.  The 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS does not 
include an HST station at 4th and King. 

L012-14 
Please see the Response to Comments L012-15 through L012-21 
regarding the traffic analysis in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 
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L012-15 
Because the HST environmental document is a program-level 
document, it is concerned with defining where impacts might occur 
and relative magnitude of those impacts compared with other 
locations across much of California. Consequently, the document 
uses methodology and data suited for rapidly screening and 
comparing locations, such as cordon analysis and traffic projections 
from the regional model. This approach is suited to screening 
impacts over the thousands of intersections that might be affected 
by HST, which is the purpose of the HST environmental document. A 
more detailed project-level environmental document will be 
developed prior to construction of any facilities. The final EIS/EIR for 
the Transbay Transit Center Program was a project-level document 
that was focused on a corridor just over 1 mile long. Its different 
methodology and focus led to different results compared with the 
HST document. The Transbay document’s level of detail and 
accuracy for its assessment of the base and future traffic conditions 
in this local area were much higher than that of the program-level 
HST document, as is appropriate for a project-level document. But 
its methodology is not appropriate for screening the HST alignments 
through California. 

Please also see Standard Responses 1 and 2 regarding the level of 
detail of a program EIR/EIS. 

L012-16 
See Response to Comment L012-15. 

L012-17 
The parking demand for an HST station at the Transbay Transit 
Center is worst case analysis that is likely overstated because it uses 
airport access as a model. In practice, much of the auto access trips 
forecast for the Transbay Transit Center will either switch to transit 
access or use the Millbrae station for drive access. 

L012-18 
Table 3.1-4 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect 
the additional transit providers. 

L012-19 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS has been revised to make terminology being used 
for the 4th and King (existing)/4th and Townsend (future) station 
consistent. 

L012-20 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, of the Final 
Program EIR/EIS has been revised to make terminology being used 
for the 4th and King (existing)/4th and Townsend (future) station 
consistent. 

L012-21 
The text on page 3.1-13 the Final Program EIR/EIS has been 
updated to reflect the Beale Street limits of the Transbay Transit 
Center. 

L012-22 
In this Final Program EIR/EIS, the future downtown San Francisco 
station is now referred to as the Transbay Transit Center, and the 
existing facility is referred to as the Transbay Terminal. 

L012-23 
Text on page 3.1-14 the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
reflect the Transbay Transit Center as the principal terminus of 
Caltrain. 

Comment acknowledged. 
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L012-24 
The text on page 3.1-15 the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised 
to reflect 1.3 miles between the Transbay Terminal/Transbay Transit 
Center and the 4th and King Caltrain station. 

L012-25 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the provision in Senate Bill 916 
requiring the Transbay design to accommodate an eventual rail 
connection to the East Bay.  The Preferred Alternative identified in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS does not include a San Francisco Bay 
crossing for the reasons provided in Response to Comment L012-6.  
Future development of such a crossing would be the responsibility of 
others.  During preliminary engineering and the project-level 
EIS/EIR, the Authority and FRA will discuss with the TJPA the design 
options that are currently under review by the TJPA for provision of 
such a crossing. 

L012-26 
Section 3.1.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
reflect the 1 million square feet (ft) now programmed for the 
Transbay Transit Center.   

L012-27 
Section 3.1.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been revised to 
include the 30 bus bays on a single elevated bus level and 10 bus 
bays on a below-grade mezzanine level.   

L012-28 
The text in Section 3.1.3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS assumes that 
parking goes to the highest bidder, which could be the intercity 
travelers if they were willing to outbid others. Parking may be well 
away from the site with access provided by shuttles, reflecting the 
constrained parking conditions in the immediate neighborhood. See 
also Response to Comment L012-17 regarding the magnitude of the 
demand. 

L012-29 
The methodology for determining the change in traffic and 
congestion is described in Section 3.1.1, Regulatory Requirements 
and Methods of Evaluation, of the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-30 
Table 3.1-3 of the Final Program EIR/EIS indicated peak hour bus 
transit capacity issues serving downtown San Francisco based on 
observation of Muni buses. The capacity of the future Transbay 
Transit Center was not considered an issue. 

L012-31 
Preliminary ridership forecasts have acknowledged that there would 
be some decrease in ridership if 4th and King is the terminus instead 
of the Transbay Transit Center. Please see Section 7.3.1, “Transbay 
Transit Center” and “4th and King.” 

See Response to Comment L012-3. 

L012-32 
These are representative travel times between cities; this is not an 
exhaustive list of potential city pairs on the HST system. 

L012-33 
The Authority and FRA believe the examples provided in the Program 
EIR/EIS are adequate for the purposes of this program-level 
document. 

HST service has proven to be reliable around the world.   

L012-34 
There is the possibility that track could be shared between the HST 
system and Metrolink and other passenger services, but not with the 
freight railroads between Anaheim and Los Angeles (south of 
Fullerton, limited freight operations would be run overnight when 
passengers service would not be operating). 
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L012-35 
Parking costs would contribute to the overall cost of a trip; however, 
it was not stated that this would be a significant cost to the project.   

The ridership analysis assumed a high degree of auto access, with 
corresponding parking charges. Please see Response to Comment 
L012-17. 

Even with the excellent transit accessibility of the Transbay Transit 
Center, some passengers would still need to drive to the station and 
park.  Consequently, it is not reasonable to assume that all 
passengers would be able to take transit to the terminal; therefore, 
the parking costs are included in the overall cost of a trip. 

L012-36 
See Response to Comment L012-3.  A more detailed analysis will be 
conducted at the project-level evaluation. 

L012-37 
A more detailed traffic and air quality analysis will be conducted at 
the project-level environmental analysis. 

L012-38 
Table 3.4-4 has been changed to reflect the text on page 3.4-13.  
Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King (Caltrain) should be shown 
as low potential impacts for both noise and vibration. 

L012-39 
Please see Response to Comment L012-25. 

L012-40 
A more detailed evaluation of land use impacts will be performed 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
process.  The planning code and redevelopment plan documents 
currently in process for the South of Market area will be reviewed as 
part of this more detailed land use review. 

L012-41 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes the northern terminus station at the Transbay Transit 
Center.  The Transbay Transit Center was selected as the terminus 
station, in part, due to the constraints for such a station at 4th and 
King.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-42 
Please see Response to Comment L012-6, which notes that the 
Preferred Alternative does not include a Bay crossing.  An evaluation 
of the visual impacts of a Bay crossing is therefore not necessary 
and will not occur during the preliminary engineering and project-
level environmental review. 

L012-43 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the existence of this major 
sewer facility and will work with Caltrain and the TJPA during 
preliminary engineering and the project-level EIS/EIR review process 
to avoid, if possible, conflicts with this major sewer. 

L012-44 
Please see Response to Comment L012-6, which notes that the 
Preferred Alternative does not include a Bay crossing.  An evaluation 
of the hazardous impacts associated with a Bay crossing is therefore 
not necessary and will not occur during the preliminary engineering 
and project-level environmental review. 

L012-45 
Information related to cultural resources has been added to Section 
3.12 in the Final Program EIR/EIS from the May 25, 2006 Addendum 
for the Transbay Terminal/Downtown Extension/Redevelopment 
Project Final EIS/EIR.  The discussion in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
had indicated that the Transbay Terminal was a National Register 
resource within the area of potential effects (APE) but also noted 
that it was identified to be removed for the new Transbay Transit 
Center.  Table 3.12-1 showed a high rating for the Transbay Transit 
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Center and the 4th and King stations, noting that these locations 
would likely have high sensitivity based on knowledge and 
experience in the area of potential effect. 

L012-46 
At this stage of program level of analysis, it is unknown to what 
extent groundwater at the Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King 
stations would affect operations in a shared-use facility.  The tunnel 
segments and underground stations would likely encounter 
groundwater.  Dewatering would likely be required during 
construction and potentially during operation of the HST where the 
tunnels and stations would encounter groundwater.   

L012-47 
The headings for Table 3.14-1 and 3.14-2 have been revised in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS to “Lakes/Bay” to better identify the type of 
resource potentially affected. 

L012-48 
As noted on page 3.15-34 in Section 3.15.3 of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS, the western shore of the San Francisco Bay provides a 
critical movement corridor for nesting and foraging birds and other 
wildlife. 

L012-49 
The plant species identified through the California Natural Diversity 
Data Base (CNDDB) within the program-level study area was 
identified to be the beach layia (Layia carnosa).  Future Tier 2 
project-level environmental surveys within a more defined study area 
may find that the species is not present because the habitat is 
primarily associated with sand dunes.     

L012-50 
The project costs were independently derived.  The Authority will 
coordinate future cost estimates for the project-level environmental 
analysis with the TJPA. 

The basis for the costs of the Transbay Transit Center and the 
Caltrain Downtown Extension are found in Appendices 4B and 4A, 
respectively.  The Authority will coordinate future cost estimates 
during the project-level environmental analysis with the TJPA. 

L012-51 
 Comment acknowledged. 

L012-52 
Section 5.2.2 refers to the “San Francisco and San Jose Termini” 
network alternative.  Please see Chapter 2, Section 2.5 and Table 
2.5-1, for an explanation of the network alternatives.   

L012-53 
Comment acknowledged.  Table 7.2-1 provides comparisons of the 
network alternatives (which all use the Transbay Transit Center for 
alternatives to San Francisco).  Please see Table 7.3.1 under “Bay 
Area to Central Valley Station Options” for the comparison between 
the Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King station location 
options.  Please also refer to Chapter 8 of this Final EIR/EIS and 
Standard Response 3.   

L012-54 
The characteristics of the Transbay Transit Center provided in 
Section 7.3.1 played a role in the identification of the Transbay 
Transit Center as the preferred northern terminus of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L012-55 
Muni bus service has been added to the Transbay Transit Center 
table, Section 7.3.1.  Direct connections to BART are referenced in 
this table. 

L012-56 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the extensive tunnel 
investigations that have been undertaken by the TJPA.   
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L012-57 
Comment acknowledged.  The travel times presented in Section 
7.3.1 are “line-haul” travel times.  Total travel time estimates were 
used to develop the ridership and revenue forecasts. 

L012-58 
Please see Response to Comment L012-41.  The construction 
requirements and impacts for such a station played a role in the 
selection of the Transbay Transit Center as the Preferred Alternative 
northern terminus station. 

L012-59 
The Authority is not considering a transbay crossing as part of its 
Preferred Alternative.  See also Response to Comment LO09-25. 

L012-60 
Please see Response to Comment L012-42.  Future project-level 
drawings will be corrected to not to show a Third Street alignment 
option.  See also Response to Comment LO09-25. 

L012-61 
Impacts on Caltrain will be considered in more detail at the project 
level, when specific construction impacts will be analyzed and 
mitigation measures refined. Mitigation measures will include 
planning to avoid or minimize disruption of Caltrain service during 
construction.   

L012-62 
Please refer to Chapter 2 for the purpose of the network alternatives 
and for the potential station locations evaluated as part of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  The 4th and King location is clearly identified as a 
potential station location option (Section 2.5.1). 

L012-63 
Comment acknowledged.  Figures in project-level documents will be 
changed to read “4th and King.”  See Response to Comment 
LO09-25.   

L012-64 
The 4th and King Station fact sheet has been updated to reflect the 
fact that the 4th and King station does not meet the goals of Section 
5.5 of the general plan. 

L012-65 
Appendix 2-F, pages 2-F-2 and 2-F-3, has been updated to reflect a 
subterranean station. 

L012-66 
Appendix 2-F, page 2-F-2, has been updated to reflect a 
subterranean station.   

L012-67 
The station fact sheet has been updated to show a three-track 
configuration between 4th and King and the Transbay Transit Center. 

Appendix 2-F, page 2-F-2, has been updated to reflect a three-track 
alignment between the 4th and King station and the six-track 
approach to the Transbay Transit Center platforms at the 
intersection of Second and Tehama Streets, approximately. 

L012-68 
The station fact sheet in Appendix 2-F in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
has been updated to state that the Transbay Transit Center usage 
will be shared between Caltrain and the HST system. 
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Comment Letter L013 (Steve Tate, City of Morgan Hill, September 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L013 (Steve Tate, City of Morgan Hill, September 27, 2007) 

L013-1 

The City of Morgan Hill’s support for the Pacheco Pass alternative 
and the stated reasons for this support played a role in the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L014 (Kathi Hamilton, Town of Atherton, Office of the City Clerk, September 28, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L014 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L014 (Kathi Hamilton, Town of Atherton, Office of the City Clerk, September 28, 2007) 

L014-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Town of Atherton’s 
opposition to the HST system in the Caltrain Corridor and its support 
for the Altamont Pass alternative with a transbay tube between 
Oakland and San Francisco. 

The Authority and FRA note that the Caltrain commuter rail service 
would be complementary service to the HST system by taking train 
riders from the more local stations to the HST stations.  This rail 
feeder service approach has been shown to be highly effective for 
other HST systems in Europe and Japan.  The Preferred Alternative 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS would include HST stations 
not only in San Jose but also in Palo Alto or Redwood City and in 
Millbrae. 

Environmental impacts of the HST along the Caltrain Corridor on the 
peninsula are reviewed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L014-2 
As noted in Table 2.5-4 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS (page 2-43), 
both the I-280 and US 101 options were rejected from further 
consideration.  As shown in the table, principal reasons for rejection 
of these alignments included construction, right-of-way, and 
environmental concerns, particularly visual and land use (right-of-
way acquisition) impacts.  Please also see Appendix 2-G1.1 for a 
discussion of alignment alternatives and station location options 
eliminated from further consideration.  Please also see Response to 
Comment L014-1. 

L014-3 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass alignment using the Caltrain Corridor.  The precise 
alignment and profile options for the HST system in the Caltrain 

Corridor will be further evaluated and refined as part of the 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review and 
could include trench and/or tunnel concepts.  Available right-of-way, 
impacts on adjacent communities and costs will be among the key 
factors considered as part of this review. 

The Authority and FRA are keenly aware of the sensitive land uses 
adjoining the Caltrain Corridor in the Town of Atherton, and impacts 
on these residences and neighborhoods will be carefully considered 
as the proposed plan/profiles are developed during the preliminary 
engineering phase. 
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Comment Letter L015 (Michael T. Burns, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, October 2, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L015 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L015 (Michael T. Burns, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, October 2, 2007) 

L015-1 
Support from the VTA for the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative 
played a role in the identification in this Final Program EIR/EIS of 
this alternative as Preferred. 

L015-2 
Reasons provided by VTA for its support of the Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative were among the reasons that this alternative is 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L015-3 
The Authority and FRA agree that a major benefit of the Pacheco 
Pass Network Alternative that uses the Caltrain Corridor is the 
reduced right-of-way acquisition required, given that the Caltrain 
Corridor is already in public ownership. 

L015-4 
Impacts on the San Francisco Bay and sensitive wetlands for the 
Altamont Pass alternatives serving San Francisco were among the 
reasons that the Pacheco Pass Alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as preferred. 

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, which 
includes the Henry Miller alignment and would not impact the South 
Bay wetlands or the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the Preferred Alternative 

L015-5 
The Authority and FRA agree that the Central Valley to Bay Area 
commute is a critical issue that should be addressed.  The Authority 

is working with local and regional government agencies to evaluate 
and pursue regional rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor to 
address the important travel demand in this corridor. 

L015-6 
The additional comments attached to the VTA letter are responded 
to below. 

L015-7 
The Authority agrees that the Pacheco Pass best serves the purpose 
and need for the proposed HST system.  This has been included in 
Chapter 8 and the Executive Summary of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L015-8 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes in the Purpose and Need Section, 
Chapter 1, that: 

… The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and 
conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel 
market are operating at or near capacity and will require large 
public investments for maintenance and expansion to meet existing 
demand and future growth over the next 20 years and beyond.  
Moreover, the ability to expand many major highways and key 
airports is uncertain; some needed expansions may be impractical 
or may be constrained by physical, political, and other factors.”  
(page 1-5) 

This chapter goes on to note: 

As described in the regional transportation plans for areas that 
would be served by the proposed HST system, the highways and 
airports serving key cities are operating at capacity, and plans for 
expansion will not keep pace with projected growth over the next 
20–40 years.  (page 1-8) 
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L015-9 
Mineta San Jose International Airport has been added to Table S.8-1 
in recognition that HST riders could use a bus shuttle to and from 
the San Jose HST station.  

L015-10 
Please see Response to Comment L015-7. 

L015-11 
The HST system is proposed to ultimately serve not only Modesto 
but also Sacramento.  To provide a fair and objective comparison of 
the network alternatives (in terms of capital costs, overall impacts, 
ridership, etc.), the northernmost location in the Central Valley 
(included in the Bay Area to Central Valley study area) was held 
constant.  Thus the National Environmental Policy Act / California 
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA/CEQA) evaluation and alternatives 
comparison was not influenced nor biased by the phasing plan for 
the HST system.  Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
Preferred Alternative acknowledge the differences that the 
Authority’s adopted Phasing Plan would have on the cost and 
ridership for the network alternatives.  

L015-12 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge VTA’s suggestion for a “hybrid” 
alternative, with HST in the Pacheco Pass and regional rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  Pacheco Pass has been 
identified as the HST Preferred Alternative, and the Authority is in 
the process of working with the regional partners and stakeholders 
to plan and pursue regional rail improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor. 

The Authority and FRA agree that regional rail improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor would exhibit lower levels of adverse impacts 
(e.g., less right-of-way required, fewer sections of aerial alignment) 
when compared to an HST system in this corridor.  The Authority 
and FRA agree that Regional Rail improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor could be developed in such a way as to provide for higher 

speed commuter rail to better meet commuter travel demand in this 
corridor.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the Preferred Alternative. 

L015-13 
The costs associated with the transbay crossing have been examined 
closely.  The two alternatives that include a new transbay tube 
would have more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the 
San Francisco Bay.  To put this into perspective, these alternatives 
would have 40.3–41 acres of potential impacts on water bodies 
(lakes + San Francisco Bay), whereas the Preferred Pacheco Pass 
Alternative (HST to San Francisco via the San Francisco Peninsula) 
would have only 3.8 acres of potential direct impacts.  The cost of 
the additional 8.8-mile HST segment needed to implement a new 
transbay tube is estimated at about $4.6 billion—over $500 million 
per mile.  Moreover, there is only slightly higher ridership and 
revenue potential (about 2% higher ridership, or 1.9 million 
passengers, per year by 2030) when comparing the transbay tube 
alternative via the San Francisco Peninsula versus the Preferred 
Alternative.  To implement alternatives that included a new transbay 
tube, extensive coordination would be required with the USACE 
under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, USFWS, and the 
California Coastal Commission.  Crossing the Bay would also be 
subject to the USACE, CDFG, and BCDC permit process.   

L015-14 
Please see Response to Comment L015-11.  Table 4.2-3 provides the 
costs for the HST network alternatives.  The remainder of the 
preferred alignment between Los Angeles and Merced is constant.  
The alternatives and their associated costs presented in Table 4.2-3 
represent the full range of costs for the Bay Area.  Assuming the 
remainder of the system is constant, the delta, or difference, in cost 
in these alternatives would be the difference for the system costs 
between Los Angeles and the Bay Area. 
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L015-15 
Section 2.3.3 D (see excerpt below) outlines a conceptual operating 
plan for the statewide system.  A more definitive operating schedule 
will be developed as part of the project-level analysis.  However, a 
major station like San Jose with the Preferred Alternative will be 
served by several trains an hour.  A description of the types of 
service that would serve the network is outlined below. 

According to the 2030 operating plan, a total of 124–139 weekday 
trains in each direction would be provided to serve the statewide 
HST travel market as forecast for the low- and high-end scenarios.  
Ninety-one to ninety-six of the trains would run between northern 
and southern California, and the remaining 33–43 trains would 
serve shorter distance markets.  The basic service pattern would 
provide most passenger service between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m., with a 
few trains starting or finishing trips beyond these hours.  One 
hundred and twenty-four to one hundred and thirty-nine trains per 
day could be a highly frequent operation; however, as shown 
below, when divided into five types of service, the frequency is 
greatly reduced.  Frequencies would be further reduced to serve 
multiple end points.  For example, for HST service between 
northern and southern California through the Central Valley, some 
trains would go to the Bay Area and others to Sacramento.  
Therefore, although there could be 19–25 local trains, only a 
portion of these would serve each endpoint.  The following five 
types of intercity trains are planned: 

• Express (16 trains per day): Trains running between 
Sacramento, San Jose, or San Francisco and Los Angeles 
or San Diego without intermediate stops. 

• Semi-Express (17–26 trains per day): Trains running 
between Sacramento, San Jose, or San Francisco and Los 
Angeles and San Diego with intermediate stops at major 
Central Valley cities such as Modesto, Fresno, and 
Bakersfield. 

• Suburban-Express (30–35 trains per day): Trains running 
between northern and southern California and locally 
within the major metropolitan areas (i.e., the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles area) at the 

beginning and end of the trip without intermediate stops 
in the Central Valley. 

• Local (19–25 trains per day): Trains stopping at all 
stations.  Some of these local trains might ultimately be 
operated as a “skip stop” or semi-express service, where 
trains would stop at only a portion of the possible 
stations on a specific line, to improve the service and 
better match patterns of demand. 

• Regional (33–43 trains per day): Sacramento to San 
Francisco service and early morning service from the 
Central Valley to San Francisco or Los Angeles/San 
Diego. 

L015-16 
Comment acknowledged. 

L015-17 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS and Appendix 8A evaluate 
the differences between the network alternatives.  Please also refer 
to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass HST alternatives have 
competitive advantages over each other in particular travel markets.  
While Altamont Pass generally achieves higher ridership between the 
Bay Area and northern Central Valley (Merced northward) and the 
Pacheco Pass achieves higher ridership between the Bay Area and 
areas from Fresno southward (including Los Angeles and San Diego 
regions), the relative magnitude of these differences varies among 
the network alternatives, alignment alternatives, and station location 
options.  It is not possible to convey the nuanced differences among 
the dozens of key travel markets in the Executive Summary, and it 
would be misleading to single out the ridership differences for any 
single travel market or the boardings at any individual station.  As 
noted by the commenter, the key comparative ridership information 
is fully disclosed in Chapters 2 and 7.  
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L015-18 
The Authority considered the comments received on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS prior to identifying the Preferred Alternative.  
Because of potential impacts on the South Bay wetlands restoration, 
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and 
other environmental impacts as well as logistical and operational 
issues, the Authority identified the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and 
San Jose Termini as the Preferred Alternative for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley portion of the HST system.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter L016 (James R. Helmer, City of San Jose, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-61

 

Response to Letter L016 (James R. Helmer, City of San Jose, October 26, 2007) 

L016-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the support from the City of 
San Jose for the HST Program.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge 
the preference for the Pacheco Pass alignment expressed by the 
mayor of San Jose and other San Jose representatives. 

L016-2 
Reasons given in the letter for San Jose’s support for the Pacheco 
Pass alternative are among the factors leading to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L016-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the MTC endorsement of 
Pacheco Pass as the main high-speed rail express line between 
northern and southern California.  This alternative is identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

L016-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

L016-5 
During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase, the Authority will work closely with the City of San 
Jose on the visual impacts and elements of the proposed San Jose 
HST station. 

L016-6 
During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase, the Authority and FRA will coordinate directly with the 
City of San Jose on the proposed expansion of the Diridon station to 

accommodate the HST system.  The Authority and FRA note that the 
city’s conceptual plans for this expansion represent a logical starting 
point for such coordination.  Partnering with MTC, VTA, Caltrain, and 
other stakeholders in the planning and design for this facility and for 
the HST system is viewed by the Authority and FRA as a critical 
component of the anticipated future preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review. 

L016-7 
The Authority and FRA have in the past and will continue to promote 
“smart growth” in the form of transit-oriented development around 
the HST stations and commend the City of San Jose for its efforts in 
this regard in the Diridon station area. 

Please also see Chapter 6. 

L016-8 
As noted above, Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-62

 

Comment Letter L017 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation District, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L017 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 – Continued 
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Response to Letter L017 (Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation District, October 26, 2007) 

L017-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of MTC’s Resolution 
3829. 

L017-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate MTC’s support for a statewide HST 
system to reduce vehicle congestion, divert air passengers away 
from congested airports, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

L017-3 
The Pacheco Pass alignment is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative—as the main HST express line 
between northern and southern California.  The Preferred Alternative 
does not, however, include a San Francisco Bay crossing for the 
reasons identified in Response to Comment S010-8.  Please also 
refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L017-4 
The reasons specified in the MTC resolution supporting Pacheco Pass 
as the HST alignment played a role in the identification of this 
alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
The Preferred Alternative does not include a San Francisco Bay 
crossing, for the reasons identified in Response to Comment S010-8. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L017-5 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
on the Pacheco and Caltrain alignment but does not include a San 
Francisco Bay crossing for the reasons identified in Response to 
Comment S010-8.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L017-6 
While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative, 
serving as the primary north/south alignment between southern and 
northern California, the Authority has also recommended that 
additional improvements be made in the Altamont Corridor and is 
working in concert with regional partners to identify such 
improvements.  Correspondingly, the Authority is working with these 
partners to pursue high-speed rail bond funds for such 
improvements 

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central and Tri-
Valley residents.  The Authority and regional partners are working to 
define the priorities for such improvements.  It is envisioned that this 
approach would involve incremental improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor during the initial phase of the adopted HST phasing plan, 
and these improvements could come before the development of the 
Pacheco Pass portion of the HST alignment. 

Please also see Chapter 8 and the “Summary.” 

L017-7 
An extension of the HST system to a BART Livermore station is not 
part of the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  That said, the Authority and FRA believe that provision of 
high speed service, including higher speed regional rail service, to 
this location can and should be evaluated as a separate project with 
a different purpose and need for future project-level EIR/EIS studies 
than the proposed HST system. Please see Response to Comment 
L017-6. 
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L017-8 
Please see Response to Comment L017-6 

L017-9 
The Authority appreciates the cooperative working relationship that 
has been established with MTC, particularly during the collaborative 
efforts between the HST studies and development of MTC’s Regional 
Rail Plan.  The Authority looks forward to continuing this cooperative 
working relationship in the future. 
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Comment Letter L018 (Dennis R. Fay, Alameda County, Congestion Management Agency, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L018 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L018 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L018 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L018 (Dennis R. Fay, Alameda County, Congestion Management Agency, October 26, 2007) 

L018-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of ACCMA’s comments on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L018-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge ACCMA’s endorsement of MTC’s 
Resolution 3829.  Please see the Response to MTC’s Comments 
(Comment Letter L017). 

L018-3 
Responses to the ACCMA’s additional comments are provided below. 

L018-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

L018-5 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not include HST alignments and stations in Alameda County.  
Please also see Response to Comments L017-3 and L017-6. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L018-6 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
involves shared tracks with regional rail in the Caltrain Corridor.  The 
Authority will work closely with Caltrain during the construction to 
ensure that Caltrain service can remain in service to the extent 
possible. 

In terms of regional rail improvements in Alameda County, please 
refer to Standard Response 3.  

L018-7 
Comment acknowledged. 

HST will draw about 98% of ridership from diversion of auto, air, 
and conventional passenger rail (intercity and region) trips around 
the state.  About 75% of this diversion will come from auto, 13% 
from intra-state air, and 12% from conventional passenger rail.  For 
travel within the Bay Area in year 2030, the Pacheco Pass alternative 
is projected to divert about 4,000 trips per day from other transit 
services, while the Altamont Pass alternative is projected to divert 
about 4,900 trips per day.  The majority of this regional transit 
diversion is expected to occur from Caltrain (3,170 trips per day on 
Pacheco and 2,000 trips per day on Altamont) and BART (600 trips 
per day on Pacheco and 2,500 trips per day on Altamont).  This 
diversion to HST is small compared to the Bay Area’s projected 
future daily regional transit usage of about 2.7 million trips per day1.  

It is not possible to convey all ridership results within the body of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Key comparative ridership information that 
identifies substantive differences between network, alignment, and 
station alternatives is fully disclosed in Chapters 2 and 7.  Remaining 
ridership results have been completely documented in a series of 
technical reports that are posted on the Authority web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports have 
been available at this location throughout the public comment period 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

                                                 
1 Travel Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area, 1990 – 2030, Data 
Summary; Metropolitan Transportation Commission; January 2005 
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L018-8 
The Authority and FRA agree that specific community concerns 
regarding station location, design, and access need to be addressed 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review process. 

L018-9 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of ACCMA’s comments on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L019 (Andrew Chesley, San Joaquin Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L019 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L019 (Andrew Chesley, San Joaquin Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 

L019-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the San Joaquin Council 
of Governments’ comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The 
Authority and FRA are also pleased that we were able to add two 
additional public hearings in Stockton and Sacramento on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS and extend the public review comment period on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS from September 28 to October 26, 2006, 
in response to requests from agencies and the public, thus allowing 
for the extensive public comments received on the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS. 

L019-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the San Joaquin Council of 
Governments’ support for the Altamont Pass alignment and 
acknowledge that this support is consistent with the San Joaquin 
Policy Council (made up of elected officials from each of the eight 
counties in the San Joaquin Valley) and with the governor-created 
Partnership for San Joaquin Valley.  The Authority and FRA are 
keenly aware of the interest that has been shown in the 
identification of the HST Preferred Alternative, as evidenced by the 
extensive comments received during the public review process 
regarding alignment preferences. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L019-3 
In terms of the HST project purpose and need, service to the fast-
growing San Joaquin Valley is viewed as a critical part of the 
statewide system.  The HST system approved at the conclusion of 
the statewide program EIR/EIS includes corridors and stations for 
HST service through the entire Central Valley, from southern 
California to Sacramento.  This has not changed.  The subject at 
hand is the service connecting the Central Valley to the Bay Area, 

but the Authority Board has clearly stated its intent to serve the 
entire Central Valley. 

Consistent with the current statewide bond measure for 2008, the 
Authority Board has selected as its first phase the line from Anaheim 
to the Bay Area and has stated its intent to subsequently add service 
to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The first phase of the Board-
adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track from 
Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The Authority recommendation recognizes the desire of the full 
Central Valley to be served.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as 
the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS—the primary 
north/south alignment between southern and northern California—
the Authority is working with regional partners on the identification 
of additional improvements in the Altamont Corridor and the pursuit 
of high-speed rail bond funds for such improvements.  

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central Valley 
residents and would likely involve improvements in the Central 
Valley.  The Authority and regional partners, including the Central 
Valley, would need to define the priorities for these improvements. 

It is envisioned that this approach would involve incremental 
improvements in the Central Valley and Altamont Corridor during the 
initial phase of the adopted phasing plan, and these improvements 
could come before the development of the Pacheco Pass portion of 
the HST alignment. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as 
well as a description of the “Altamont Corridor Project.” 
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L019-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment L019-1.  
Both the Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives would have 
high ridership potential.  The Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
options would have similar congestion and air quality benefits.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

L019-5 
The Authority carefully considered how best to capture riders from 
these two markets—interregional travel and long-distance 
commuters.  The HST service is most competitive in the intermediate 
to long-distance California markets where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups. 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail model. 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode. 

A competitive service for long-distance commuters requires more 
frequent station stops so that travel times for the commuters from 
the origin to the ultimate destination is competitive with the 
automobile. 

A system with HSTs that includes a commuter-oriented overlay 
service would require more closely spaced stations and two 
additional express tracks so that HST trains could pass through the 
stations without stopping, as would be the case for the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Without these express tracks, HST travel times would be 
compromised and the ability to capture interregional passengers 
would be reduced. 

In short, a combined HST and commuter rail overlay in the Altamont 
Pass corridor would involve more stations, each with four tracks.  
Additionally, the Altamont Pass alignment requires provision for two 
freight tracks, so six tracks would need to be provided for the 
Altamont stations and station areas.  The transition from two to four 

HST tracks requires some distance on either side of the stations, and 
for very closely spaced stations, this transition would not occur (i.e., 
there would be four tracks between the stations).  For example, this 
is the proposed approach for the Caltrain Corridor. 

The Authority’s Preferred Alternative would allow for the HST 
north/south interregional travel to be provided via the Pacheco 
alignment, with the long-distance commuter rail trains in the 
Altamont Corridor stopping at each of the more closely spaced 
stations. 

The Tri-Valley Policy Working Group and Technical Advisory 
Committee (Tri-Valley PAC) is a partnership that includes the cities of 
Dublin, Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy, 
along with transportation providers Livermore Amador Valley Transit 
Authority (LAVTA), ACE, and BART.  This group understood the need 
for six tracks in the station areas—four high-speed tracks and two 
freight tracks—and provided the following statement. 

The Draft Bay Area EIR/EIS includes a Bay Area HST alignment that 
would include High Speed Train service through the Pacheco Pass 
and regional overlay service provided through the Altamont pass.  
The Policy Advisory Committee believes that this option may 
present the best way of addressing our concerns and delivering 
optimal HST service to the region as a whole. 

The combined Altamont/Pacheco (Hybrid) alignment option allows 
HST to provide frequent service along the most direct route 
between northern and southern California, while still serving the 
important regional transportation corridors in Northern California, 
including those in the Central Valley, the Tri-Valley, and between 
Sacramento and the Bay Area.  The Draft EIR/EIS demonstrates 
that the corridors served by the Altamont alignment include some 
of the greatest travel demand in the entire system. 

While providing these important transportation advantages, a 
system that provides service in both major corridors also mitigates 
some of the possible negative impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Specifically related to the Tri-Valley’s key concerns, it 
would improve the likelihood that HST service could be delivered 
within the existing Union Pacific Right-of-Way without the need for 
major aerial infrastructure, or significant right-of-way acquisition 
through the developed portions of the Tri-Valley. 
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Please see Response to Comment L019-3 regarding the Authority’s 
intent to provide service to the San Joaquin Valley.  The Authority 
and FRA understand that there are important trade-offs among the 
geographic areas by the various alternatives.  For instance, the 
Pacheco Pass alternative would serve the growing Monterey County 
and Monterey Bay area, and the northern San Joaquin Valley area—
north of Merced—would still be served by the planned extension of 
the HST system to Sacramento.   

Please also note that, for the Altamont Pass alternative serving San 
Jose and San Francisco, some of the trains would travel south to San 
Jose and while some would cross the Bay into San Francisco, thus 
reducing the train frequencies to each of these urban areas. 

L019-6 
See Response to Comments L019-3, L019-4, and L019-5. 

L019-7 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority believes the proposed HST 
system will result in great economic benefits for the Central Valley. 

L019-8 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies the connectivity associated with 
each of the HST stations (please see Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Table 
3.1-4).  Connectivity with transit facilities and services was an 
important consideration in the development of the HST alignment 
alternatives and station location options.  As a result, both the 
Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives provide connectivity to 
other transit systems by design, and the Authority and FRA are 
aware of the connectivity options for the alternatives.  Please also 
see Response to Comment L019-2. 

L019-9 
Either the Pacheco Pass or Altamont Pass would provide quick, 
competitive travel times between northern and southern California.  
The Pacheco Pass would provide the quickest travel times between 
the south Bay and southern California (10 minutes less than the 

Altamont Pass alternatives serving San Jose via the East Bay [I-880] 
and 28 minutes less than the Altamont San Francisco and San Jose—
via San Francisco Peninsula alternative for express service).  The 
Pacheco Pass enables a potential station in southern Santa Clara 
County (at Gilroy or Morgan Hill), which provides superior 
connectivity and accessibility to south Santa Clara County and the 
three Monterey Bay counties and uses the entire Caltrain Corridor 
between San Francisco and Gilroy.  San Francisco and San Jose 
would be served with one HST alignment along the Caltrain Corridor, 
providing the most frequent service to these destinations, whereas 
the most promising Altamont Pass alternatives would require 
splitting HST services (express, suburban express, skip-stop, local, 
regional) between two branch lines to serve San Jose and either San 
Francisco or Oakland.  The Altamont Pass would provide 
considerably quicker travel times between Sacramento/northern San 
Joaquin Valley and San Francisco or Oakland than the Pacheco Pass 
(41 minutes less between San Francisco and Sacramento for express 
service).  The Altamont Pass alternatives using the East Bay to San 
Jose would have express travel times about 29 minutes less than the 
Pacheco Pass between Sacramento and San Jose, while the Altamont 
San Francisco and San Jose—via the San Francisco Peninsula 
alternative would take 15 minutes less than the Pacheco Pass for this 
market.  The Altamont Pass alternative would enable a potential Tri-
Valley HST station and a potential Tracy HST station, which provide 
superior connectivity to the Tri-Valley/Eastern Alameda County, 
Contra Costa County, and the Tracy area and provide for the 
opportunity for shared infrastructure with an improved ACE 
commuter service, although additional infrastructure would be 
necessary for commuter overlay service with associated impacts.  
The Altamont Pass would have more potential Central Valley stations 
served on the Authority’s adopted first phase for construction 
between the Bay Area and Anaheim (Tracy and Modesto).  The 
travel time for direct service and travel conditions would be 
significantly different between the Altamont Pass alternative to 
Oakland and San Jose in comparison to the other two promising 
Altamont alternatives and the preferred Pacheco Pass alternatives 
(which directly serve San Francisco and San Jose).  The Oakland and 
San Jose alternative would provide superior travel times, 
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connectivity, and accessibility to Oakland, Oakland International 
Airport, and the East Bay but would not directly serve downtown San 
Francisco, San Francisco International Airport (SFO), or the San 
Francisco Peninsula/Caltrain Corridor.  While a Dumbarton crossing 
could provide competitive travel times, it would result in higher 
potential environmental impacts for the proposed HST system.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L019-10 
See Response to Comments L019-2 and L019-5. 

L019-11 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that the Altamont alternatives 
would have less potential farmland and floodplain impacts.  Sensitive 
wildlife habitats affected would vary depending on the network 
alternatives selected.  The number of plant and wildlife species 
affected generally increases as the network alternative lengths 
increase and vice-versa.    

L019-12 
Please see Response to Comment L019-3. 

L019-13 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of SJCOG’s comments on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and look forward to continuing to work 
with the SJCOG as the HST Program moves forward. 
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Comment Letter L020 (Brad Olson, East Bay Regional Park District, October 16, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L020 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L020 (Brad Olson, East Bay Regional Park District, October 16, 2007) 

L020-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the East Bay Regional 
Park District’s (EBRPD’s) comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

L020-2 
Publicly owned parklands, including regional parks, that may be 
affected by an HST alignment have been added to the project maps, 
including Figure 3.16-1.  Trails operated by the EBRPD are not 
presented on the project maps due to its scale, but are now 
reviewed in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L020-3 
The Authority and FRA have reviewed the regional parks and trails 
identified by EBRPD as being potentially affected by the project.  
Regional parks and trails that are within 900 ft of an HST alignment 
alternative are reviewed in Section 3.16 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, including Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau Regional 
Parks and Alameda Creek Regional Trail.  Please note that the 
Pacheco Pass has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-4 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3. 

L020-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the contact information. 

L020-6 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3. 

L020-7 
The Authority and FRA have reviewed the regional parks and trails 
identified by the EBRPD as being affected by the project.  Regional 
parks and trails within 900 ft of an HST alignment alternative are 
reviewed in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, including 
Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau Regional Parks and Alameda 
Creek Regional Trail.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-8 
Comment acknowledged.  Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park is 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as being within 900 ft of an 
HST alignment alternative. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-9 
Vargas Plateau Regional Park has been identified as being within 
900 ft of an HST alignment alternative.   

Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
potential impacts associated with construction access roads would be 
greatly limited, and avoided altogether through sensitive areas (as 
defined at the project level), by using in-line construction (i.e., by 
using the new rail infrastructure as it is built to transport equipment 
to and from the construction site and to transport excavated 
materials away from the construction area).  No ventilation shafts 
are expected to be needed for the tunnels. 

L020-10 
A bridge would be placed where the alignment alternative would 
cross Alameda Creek so as to not interfere with the recreational uses 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-84

 

associated with Alameda Creek.  Required bridge(s) would be 
designed to minimize potential visual impacts.   

Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
preferred alignment is not proposed to be constructed near SR 84.  
Please also see Response to Comment L020-9.   

L020-11 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3. 

L020-12 
Please see Response to Comment L020-3.  The HST alignment 
alternatives have been designed to minimize impacts on 4(f) 
facilities.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-13 
Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park has been counted as a 6(f) facility in 
Tables 3.16-2 and 3.16-3.  Coyote Hills Regional Park is not within 
900 ft of an HST alignment alternative and therefore is not included 
in the Section 3.16 review.  No land would be taken from Coyote 
Hills Regional Park.  The Section 4(f) and 6(f) evaluation process 
would be more focused at the project level.  As described in Section 
3.16.7, Subsequent Analysis, consultation with affected 
owners/operators of identified Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources would 
take place during project-level analysis.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L020-14 
Please see Response to Comment L020-13. 
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Comment Letter L021 (Mark Evanoff, City of Union City, October 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L021 (Mark Evanoff, City of Union City, October 17, 2007) 

L021-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge Union City’s support for the 
Altamont alternatives.    

Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L021-2 
Responses to Union City’s supplemental questions regarding Table 
S.5-1 in the Summary of the Draft Program EIR/EIS are provided 
below. 

L021-3 
On a statewide basis, 91% of travelers accessing HST system in the 
base Altamont and Pacheco network alternative are projected to use 
some form of auto travel to access HST stations (64% drive and 
park, 20% are dropped off, 6% use a rental car, and 1% use taxi).  
About 7% of HST riders is projected to use local transit (including 
bus, light rail, and commuter rail) and the remainder is expected to 
either walk or use bicycle.  All of the HST stations were assumed to 
have parking that would be available for a daily cost ranging from 
$25 in San Francisco; $12 in San Diego; $6 in Los Angeles, Oakland, 
Sacramento and San Jose; to $3 at all other locations.   

The San Francisco terminal had higher rates of transit than San Jose.  
San Francisco has the highest rate at 26% transit and 8% walk 
access to the HST system, while San Jose has 7% transit and 6% 
walk access to the HST system.  Initial analysis of the interregional 
travel for the Oakland station indicated that it had slightly higher 
transit rates than San Francisco and slightly lower walk rates.  
Access and egress rates at individual stations are not expected to 
vary substantially among the network and alignment alternatives 
because the modes of access and egress are determined by the 
supporting highway and transit systems around each station and are 
not unique to an individual HST alternative.   

L021-4 
All Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass network alternatives were 
assumed to have the same number of HST trains beginning and 
ending in the Bay Area region as a whole.  For any of the Altamont 
Pass network alternatives that have more than one Bay Area 
terminal, this regionwide total is split between the potential termini, 
which effectively decreases HST service to a single terminal location.  
This decrease in frequency does not exist if HST service is provided 
to a single terminal or to multiple termini on a single alignment (such 
as occurs for “Oakland and San Francisco via a transbay tube” or 
most of the Pacheco Pass network alternatives) 

The HST service frequency is the primary factor that influences 
ridership among these Altamont Pass alternatives.  The combined 
Altamont Pass alternative to San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose 
(Figure 7.2-3) provides the same number of trains between the San 
Francisco Bay Area and other major cities as the alternative with 
single destinations (such as to San Francisco in Figure 7.2-5, San 
Jose in Figure 7.2-4, or Oakland in Figure 7.2-6).  In the case of the 
multiple destinations alternatives, trains coming into the Bay Area 
are divided to each of the two or three destinations, so the overall 
frequency to each destination is reduced.  For example, there are 50 
trains per day from Los Angeles to San Francisco and San Jose in the 
Pacheco Pass alternative serving these two destinations (Network 
Alternative 7.2-1).  For this Network alternative, 33 trains per day 
from Los Angeles would travel to San Francisco and 17 trains per 
day from Los Angeles would travel to San Jose.  This allocation of 
trains to the two destinations means that everyone traveling to these 
destinations has lower HST service frequency in the Altamont Pass 
alternative compared to the equivalent Pacheco Pass network 
alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose.  Split service 
between San Francisco and San Jose in the Altamont Pass 
alternative results in 6 million fewer annual systemwide riders for the 
base Altamont Pass network alternative compared to the base 
Pacheco Pass network alternative. 
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Another contributing factor to the advantages of the single 
destination alternative is that the vast majority of travelers access 
the HST system by car.  For longer trips, the time and cost 
associated with the access and egress modes are small in 
comparison, so driving further to access a system with higher 
frequency is preferred over a shorter access time but with less 
frequent trains.  In the case of Oakland and San Francisco terminals, 
the geographic coverage of each terminal is about the same, 
indicating that adding another terminal does not extend the 
geographic coverage for travelers who want to use the system.  This 
results in less than 1% difference in ridership between the Altamont 
alternative to San Francisco and Oakland.  Both Oakland and San 
Francisco terminals have good transit access from both sides of the 
Bay, so travelers can get to each terminal easily in the single 
destination alternatives.    

The reduced frequencies in the multidestination alternatives have a 
distinct disadvantage with the split service (and lower frequencies of 
trains) that more than outweighs any benefits of increased service 
coverage with multiple termini and additional stations.  This 
relationship is apparent in all the multidestination alternatives with 
split service compared to network alternatives with service to a 
single terminal or multiple termini on a single alignment. 

L021-5 
Please refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Response to Comment 
L009-1.  The Authority and FRA are unaware of a “standard margin 
of error” for ridership projections. 

L021-6 
Because the particular alternative listed in Table 7.2-16 includes a 
connection from Oakland to San Francisco, it is unclear exactly what 
the commenter is describing when referring to “funding only to 
construct a terminus at 4th and King.”  The commenter is potentially 
describing one of two scenarios: 

1. Terminate this alternative at 4th and King, and do not construct a 
Transbay Tube connection to Oakland 

2. Substitute a 4th and King Station for the Transbay Transit Center, 
but include the Transbay Tube connection to Oakland. 

 

Scenario 1 would be identical to the Pacheco base case scenario 
presented in Table 7.2-12 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, combined 
with the 4th and King station location option described in Section 
7.3.1.  The ridership forecast for this scenario is 91.3 million annual 
systemwide riders, which is 4.5 million fewer riders than the 
“Pacheco Pass: San Jose, San Francisco and Oakland – via Transbay 
Tube” scenario described in Table 7.2-16. 

Regarding scenario 2, ridership and revenue forecasts were prepared 
for two alignment alternatives (one for Altamont and one for 
Pacheco) that placed a San Francisco station at 4th and King Street 
instead of Transbay Transit Center.  The 4th and King Street station 
alternatives produced ridership of about 3% lower systemwide than 
the comparable alternative with a Transbay Transit Center station.  
Given this pattern, it is reasonable to project that scenario 2 would 
also produce about 3% lower ridership for “Pacheco Pass: San Jose, 
San Francisco and Oakland – via Transbay Tube”—or about 2.8 
million fewer systemwide riders than shown in Table 7.2-16.   

L021-7 
The HST cost estimate (Appendix 4A Page 4-A-1) includes costs for 
track, tunneling, systems elements, and electrification items between 
the Transbay Transit Center and 4th and King.  The costs for the 
Transbay Transit Center (Appendix 4B, page 3) include three shared 
platforms and six station tracks. 

L021-8 
Table A.6 in the Cambridge Systematics Ridership and Revenue 
report (on the Authority web site at http://www.cahighspeedrail. 
ca.gov/ridership/pdf/R8a_Ridership.pdf) contains the station 
ridership numbers for the stations mentioned: 
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Annual High-Speed Rail Ridership by Station for Pacheco 
Pass: San Jose, San Francisco, Oakland via Transbay Tube  

Station Annual Ridership 

San Francisco Downtown – Transbay 7,476,675 

Millbrae 1,104,908 

Redwood City 1,628,446 

Oakland – 7th Street 6,594,765 

San Jose 4,837,729 

 
This “Pacheco Pass: San Jose, San Francisco and Oakland—via 
Transbay Tube” alternative does the include a 4th and King Street 
station.   

Please see Response to Comment L021-3 for station access and 
egress information. 

L021-9 
Determining where trains are stored is beyond the level of detail of 
this program-level document.  A potential maintenance and storage 
facility at “West Oakland” is included as part of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Chapter 2, Section 2.5.3.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L021-10 
Only the Niles subdivision is under consideration in Union City.  The 
station fact sheet in Appendix 2-F has been updated to reflect the 
Niles Subdivision alignment. 

L021-11 
The width of the JPB right of way along the San Francisco Peninsula 
varies considerably.  In addition to ownership, JPB has easements on 

adjacent properties at various locations.  In several places, the 
adjacent property is owned or controlled by a different public 
authority, such as SamTrans or the City and County of San 
Francisco.  The Authority and FRA have reviewed documents that 
show the JPB right-of-way. A more precise answer will be developed 
in consultation with Caltrain during the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review. 

The right-of-way through downtown San Mateo is narrower than 
other portions of the Caltrain corridor, as are some relatively short 
portions of the corridor in Millbrae, Redwood City, and San Jose.  For 
the most part, however, the corridor is wide enough to 
accommodate four tracks without acquiring additional right-of-way 
or without special design modifications. 

L021-12 
The cost of tunneling on the Peninsula and assumed for this study is 
approximately $96 million per kilometer ($154 million per mile) for 
double track mined tunnels and $48 million per kilometer ($77 
million per mile) for double track “cut and cover” tunneling.  Please 
see Appendices 4-A and 4-D for further explanation of the cost 
elements. 

L021-13 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of Union City’s comments 
on the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter L022 (Steven R. Meyers, Meyers ⎪ Nave Riback Silver & Wilson, October 24, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L022 (Steven R. Meyers, Meyers ⎪ Nave Riback Silver & Wilson, October 24, 2007) 

L022-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and commend the City of 
Millbrae for undertaking land use and transportation planning for the 
BART/Caltrain/SamTrans station area to complement these rail 
facilities, and appreciate receiving information about these planning 
efforts. 

L022-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge the 
planning activities that have been undertaken to date by the City of 
Millbrae to develop and integrate transit-oriented development and 
roadway system improvements with the Millbrae 
BART/Caltrain/SamTrans Station. 

The Authority developed conceptual plans for a series of alignment 
alternatives and station location options throughout the Central 
Valley and Bay Area to prepare environmental analyses.  For the 
Caltrain Corridor, these conceptual plans were developed in advance 
of the environmental analysis in the draft statewide program 
EIR/EIS, which was circulated in 2004.  As part of the certification of 
the statewide document in 2005, the Authority Board directed 
additional study of Bay Area to Central Valley alignments and station 
location options.  Conceptual plan and profiles and typical sections 
are presented in Volume II of the program EIR/EIS.  Both the 
statewide draft program EIR/EIS and final program EIR/EIS included 
a four-track configuration for a potential Millbrae HST station. 

Similarly, the Draft Program EIR/EIS includes conceptual track and 
station plans, including a four-track configuration at the Millbrae 
station, and reviews the overall impacts of multiple alignment 
alternatives and station location options to allow a comparison of the 
general impacts and project benefits at a level of detail sufficient to 
support selection of a Preferred Alternative.  Once this Program 
EIR/EIS process is completed and a Record of Decision issued, the 
Authority and FRA will undertake preliminary engineering and the 
project-level environmental review for the selected alignment 

alternative.  This next phase will include the development and review 
of more detailed track and alignment options, right-of-way 
requirements, land use plans adjoining HST stations and alignments, 
and associated environmental impacts.  At that point, consistent with 
budgeted funding, the Authority and FRA would have the ability to 
pursue corridor preservation efforts. 

The Authority has expressed concerns over the years regarding the 
continued development along and adjacent to possible HST corridors 
but does not have authority at the present time to limit such 
development.  The Authority and FRA have made efforts to advance 
the HST program expeditiously so that corridor preservation efforts 
can be undertaken. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS for the Central Valley to Bay Area portion 
of the HST system was released for public review in early July 2007.  
The comment letter informs the Authority and FRA that the City has 
advanced its station-area planning to the implementation stage and 
that the City issued a negative declaration for the development of 
Site 1 in August 2007.  The City notes it has had discussions with 
Caltrain.  While the FRA and the Authority have not been privy to the 
City’s discussions with Caltrain, both the FRA and the Authority 
would expect to work with the City and Caltrain in the future as HST 
planning progresses and as the City’s plans progress.  The Authority 
looks forward to working with the City and with Caltrain to identify 
and to review more detailed track and station facility design options, 
including potential operations variations and possible narrower 
alignment variations, to ensure a viable HST/Caltrain/ 
BART/SamTrans Station and an HST alignment linked to transit-
oriented development in the station area that meets the City’s 
development objectives.  During the preliminary engineering and 
project-level EIR/EIS phase, joint review of additional design 
opportunities for the HST/Caltrain/BART/SamTrans Station area will 
be crucial to the further development of a transit-oriented 
development/multimodal transit facility serving the regions’ most 
active international airport – SFO, to meet the objectives of City, the 
Authority, and FRA. 
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L022-3 
Comment acknowledged. Thank you for providing documents related 
to Site 1.  Please see Response to Comment L002-2. 

L022-4 
Please see Responses to Comments L002-2 and L002-5.  The four-
track conceptual configuration considered for the HST station at 
Millbrae does not represent a change in the proposed HST system.  

L022-5 
Please see Response to Comment L002-2.  The Authority and FRA 
acknowledge that the City has developed and adopted the Specific 
Plan for the Millbrae Station area.  This Program EIR/EIS started its 
analysis with the existing built environment, although the specific 
plan was acknowledged and points to future development changes.  
This adopted specific plan and the current status of the associated 
developments, roadway improvements, developer agreements, and 
land transactions will constitute the starting point during the HST 
preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS phase for a more 
detailed review, in conjunction with the City of Millbrae and Caltrain, 
of alignment and station facility design options for HST service to the 
Millbrae station. 

The Caltrain Corridor alternative for the Authority’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS (November 2005) is identified as the 
“Caltrain Corridor (Shared Track Four-Track Alignment)” and its 
description states in several locations “four-track alignment” (pages 
2-49 and 2-50 of the statewide program EIR/EIS).  The four-track 
configuration of the Caltrain Corridor in this Program EIR/EIS is 
consistent with conceptual design identified in the certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS.  

L022-6 
Please see Response to Comment L022-5. 

L022-7 
Please see Response to Comment L022-5. 

L022-8 
Please see Response to Comment L022-5. 

L022-9 
Please see Responses to Comments L022-2 and L022-5. 
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Comment Letter L023 (Scott Haggerty, County of Alameda, Board of Supervisors, October 15, 2007 ) 
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Response to Letter L023 (Scott Haggerty, County of Alameda, Board of Supervisors, October 15, 2007 ) 

L023-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Alameda County Supervisor Scott 
Haggerty’s support for long-range transportation infrastructure 
planning. 

L023-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge Supervisor Haggerty’s support 
for the examination of HST alternatives in the Altamont Corridor.  
The Authority and FRA recognize the high levels of traffic congestion 
along the freeways and highways in this corridor. 

L023-3 
The Authority and FRA agree that there is a large market for 
commuters from northern San Joaquin County into the Bay Area and 
that the Pacheco Pass alignment would serve travelers between the 
Bay Area and southern California.  

The Authority and FRA appreciate Supervisor Haggerty’s support for 
an HST system and acknowledge his support for Pacheco Pass as the 
main HST express line between northern and southern California.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Alternative. 

Consistent with Supervisor Haggerty’s recommendation, the 
Authority is working with regional partners to evaluate additional 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor. Correspondingly, the 
Authority has recommended that high-speed rail bond funds for such 
improvements be pursued. The exact nature of these improvements 
has not been defined, but one option that the Authority has 
identified that should be investigated would be provision of high-
speed service to the Livermore area to connect to a BART 
extension—consistent with MTC’s recommendations.   

The Authority and regional partners would need to define the 
priorities for such improvements, but it is envisioned that this 
approach would involve incremental improvements in the Central 

Valley and Altamont Corridor during the initial phase of the adopted 
HST phasing plan, and these improvements could come before the 
development of the Pacheco Pass portion of the HST alignment.   

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L023-4 
Supervisor Haggerty’s letter and comments played a role in the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS and in 
the Authority recommendations for additional review, in concert with 
regional partners, of higher speed Altamont Corridor commuter 
services. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L023-5 
Please see Response to Comment L023-4. 
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Comment Letter L024 (Laura Thompson, San Francisco Bay Trail, October 24, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L024 – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-99

 

Comment Letter L024 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L024 (Laura Thompson, San Francisco Bay Trail, October 24, 2007) 

L024-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the San Francisco Bay 
Trail Project’s comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and 
acknowledge the nonprofit organization’s purpose to promote and 
advocate for implementation of a continuous 500-mile bicycling and 
hiking path around the San Francisco Bay. 

L024-2 
Potential impacts from the HST system on the Bay Trail could result 
with an Altamont Pass alignment alternative that includes a Bay 
crossing, but not with the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative that is 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  

L024-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the legislative mandate and 
supporting resolution from local jurisdictions for the San Francisco 
Bay Trail Project. 

L024-4 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not include a San Francisco Bay Crossing.  This Preferred 
Alternative would not affect the San Francisco Bay Trail Project. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L024-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the San Francisco Bay 
Trail Project’s comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the 
contact information. 
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Comment Letter L025 (Alan B. Carlson, Mayor, Town of Atherton, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L025 (Alan B. Carlson, Mayor, Town of Atherton, October 25, 2007) 

L025-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the Town of 
Atherton’s comments and adopted city council resolution. 

L025-2 
Responses to the City’s reasons for opposition to the proposed HST 
system are provided below.  The purpose of and need for the HST 
system are described in Chapter 1, and the impacts of various 
alignments, including the Caltrain alignment, are reviewed in 
Chapters 3, 5, 7, and 9.  Please refer to Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

L025-3 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge that different HST alignments 
and network alternatives would pass through different communities 
and correspondingly result in differing impacts for these 
communities, as described in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  As a point 
of clarification, please note that two Altamont Pass network 
alternatives would pass through Atherton (Figures 7.2-8 and Figure 
7.2.9). 

The Authority and FRA recognize that Caltrain is providing Baby 
Bullet service today.  Please note that provision of HST service along 
the peninsula would provide complementary service, with Caltrain 
service providing the more local or intermediate service feeding the 
more limited stop HST service that would connect not only to key 
stations along the peninsula (San Jose and Redwood City or Palo 
Alto, Millbrae (SFO), and downtown San Francisco) but also to the 
destinations across the entire state.  This type of complementary 
train service (local, regional, and statewide) has been found to be 
highly effective for the European and Japanese HST systems. 

L025-4 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIS/EIR 
does not include a Bay crossing, which would have high potential 
environmental impacts and considerable construction issues.  These 
Bay crossing alternatives would have more than 36 acres of potential 
direct impacts on the San Francisco Bay.  They would have 38.8 
acres of potential impacts on water bodies (lakes + San Francisco 
Bay), whereas the Oakland and San Jose Termini Altamont Pass 
network alternative would have only 2.3 acres of potential direct 
impacts. 

The cost of the additional 8.8-mile HST segment needed to 
implement a new transbay tube is estimated at about $4.6 billion—
more than $500 million per mile.  Moreover, there is only slightly 
higher ridership and revenue potential (less than 2% higher 
ridership, or 1.0–1.6 million passengers, per year by 2030) when 
comparing the transbay tube alternative via the East Bay versus the 
related Altamont Pass network alternative that terminates in 
Oakland. 

To implement alternatives that included a new transbay tube, 
coordination would be required with the USACE under Section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act, USFWS, and the California Coastal 
Commission.  Crossing the Bay would also be subject to the USACE, 
CDFG, and BCDC permit process. 

For these and other reasons, the Network Alternative that would 
cross the San Francisco Bay twice was not identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  In fact, the Preferred 
Alternative does not include any crossing of the Bay. 

Please see Response to Comment L025-3 regarding complementary 
commuter and HST service along the Caltrain Corridor.  Please note 
that transfers between the more local Caltrain service and the HST 
service could occur not only at San Jose but also at Redwood City or 
Palo Alto or at Millbrae. 
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The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Town of Atherton’s City 
Council unanimous support for the specified Altamont Pass 
alternative. 

L025-5 
Please note that the Caltrain JPB supports the use of the Caltrain 
Corridor for HST service—see Comment Letter L026.  The Authority 
and Caltrain have signed a Memorandum of Understanding to 
establish, among other items, a complementary train service plan to 
effectively serve the local, regional, and statewide markets.  Such a 
plan would optimize the service levels to meet these various 
markets, again as is done in the European and Japanese markets. 

Please also note that a grade-separated, four-track system with train 
control, as proposed for the Caltrain Corridor and addressed in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS, would allow for HST, express, and local 
trains to operate efficiently using all four tracks, with high levels of 
service for each of the train rider markets.  Given this, more than 
four tracks along the peninsula are not anticipated, except at the 
San Jose and San Francisco stations.  The Authority expects to work 
with Caltrain further but finds, based on preliminary analysis, that 
shared tracks are expected to be feasible in this area.  

L025-6 
As noted in Response to Comment L025-5, the Preferred Alternative 
includes a fully grade-separated, four-track system with train control 
along the Caltrain Corridor.  The San Jose station and San Francisco 
Transbay Transit Center would involve more than four tracks and 
platforms for service to Caltrain and the HST trains.  Four tracks and 
four platforms are currently included at the Redwood City or Palo 
Alto and the Millbrae stations, and this configuration is currently 
included in the land acquisition cost estimates.  Pedestrian access to 
these station platforms would be grade separated, which is also 
included in the cost estimates.   

L025-7 
The cost estimates for the Caltrain segment of the HST system are 
found in Appendix 4A page 4-A-1.  Typical sections for the Caltrain 

Corridor are found in Appendix 2-E.  The cost estimate for the 
Caltrain segment of the railroad is at a conceptual level, and many of 
the items listed in the comment would be covered by contingency of 
25% of the total costs.  The project-level analysis of the Caltrain 
Corridor will provide a more detailed analysis of the cost elements.  
It is important to note that Caltrain is also developing separate cost 
estimates for its corridor electrification.  A careful examination of the 
cost elements of the two projects will lead to a more detailed and 
comprehensive understanding of the separate cost elements of the 
HST project. 

L025-8 
Discussion of the impacts identified in the letter is provided below.  
Please note that the Authority and FRA did review avoidance 
alternatives to the extent possible in the development of the 
conceptual alignments and station location options.  Please also refer 
to Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

L025-9 
An electric locomotive or trainset’s noise level would be less at 
120 miles per hour than the typical diesel locomotive and would not 
require additional sound mitigation beyond what is already in place 
for the existing Caltrain service. 

The provision of noise walls along the Caltrain Corridor is deemed by 
the Authority and FRA as a “low” visual impact given that these walls 
would not only mitigate noise from the system but also remove 
views of the train tracks.  Please also see discussion of the trench 
option in Response to Comment L025-25. 

L025-10 
It is recognized that the implementation of quiet zones would serve 
to reduce the amount of train horn noise along the peninsula; 
however, it would not completely remove the use of train horns at 
at-grade crossings.  Even with quiet zones, the engineers retain the 
right to use the horn if they see a potential hazard on the tracks 
(e.g., pedestrian, vehicle, animal).  In addition, the grade-crossing 
protection devices still emit sound from warning bells.  This noise will 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-110

 

not be eliminated with the quiet zone.  Finally, the establishment of 
new quiet zones is subject to local political processes, dependent on 
grade-crossing improvements, and not reasonably foreseeable for 
this program-level analysis.  The HST system will need to be 
completely grade separated on the peninsula corridor, eliminating 
both the train horn noise and the bell noise from the grade-crossing 
protection devices.   

L025-11 
It is recognized that the plans for Caltrain’s electrification are well 
under way.  The further progress of the Caltrain electrification 
project will be taken into account in future project-level 
environmental reviews for the HST project in this corridor.  

L025-12 
As noted in Response to Comments L025-10 and L025-11, quiet 
zones and electrification are not included in the No-build for the 
reason that it is not appropriate to include them at this time.   

L025-13 
The Authority anticipates working with the various communities on 
the design of noise walls proposed within their jurisdictions.  Please 
also see discussion of the trench option in Response to Comment 
L025-25. 

Comment acknowledged.  A trench alternative would reduce the 
visual impacts of the catenary as mentioned in Response to 
Comment L025-9, and the noise impacts would not be significant. 

L025-14 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the attractive residential visual 
setting in the Town of Atherton. 

The HST project assumes an overhead electrification system as does 
the Caltrain electrification program.  The Authority and FRA note that 
noise walls would reduce the visual impacts associated with the 
overhead electrification system. 

L025-15 
A third rail electric propulsion technology would be incompatible with 
the planned electrification of the Caltrain system.  As noted in 
Response to Comment L025-11, the Caltrain electrification is well 
under way.  It would be expensive and redundant to have two 
separate power-distribution systems. 

L025-16 
Please see Response to Comment L025-24.  A more detailed review 
of the impacts on local vegetation, including loss of mature and 
heritage tress and associated effects along the Caltrain Corridor will 
be performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review.  Possible avoidance or minimization of 
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, 
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed. 

L025-17 
Please see Response to Comment L025-5 regarding shared Caltrain 
tracks.  The Authority and FRA understand their obligation to 
mitigate environmental impacts and compensate property owners as 
required under federal and state laws and regulations. 

L025-18 
As noted in Section 3.12, the study area for identifying historic 
resources for the Program EIR/EIS was identified to be 100 ft on 
either side of the centerline for routes along existing highways and 
railroads, where very little additional right-of-way would be needed.  
A study area for cultural resources at this program level of analysis 
was developed based on review of the records searches from the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
Information Centers, as well as the cultural resource specialists’ 
knowledge and experience in regional history and prehistory.  It is 
important to note that the study area was specifically designed to aid 
in the program-level analysis, which provides a general comparison 
of the alternatives without new identification surveys.  The Tier 2 
project-level environmental analysis will include surveys within a 
defined APE to further identify eligible historic resources, such as the 
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Atherton train station, in proximity to proposed HST system 
features.   

The Atherton Caltrain Shelter is not a designated state or federal 
historic, and new determinations of eligibility for sites/resources 
adjacent to or near alignments were not part of the scope of this 
program-level EIR/EIS.  Consistent with the methodology, the 
Authority and FRA made use of existing state and federal 
designations for both the cultural and the 4(f)/6(f) analyses.  

As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, Burlingame and Menlo Park 
Caltrain stations are designated state sites, and both are on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as are the San Carlos and 
Millbrae Caltrain stations.  The Millbrae station was moved 200 ft 
south in 1980 to accommodate the widening of Millbrae Avenue, 
2 years after it was designated a federal landmark. 

L025-19 
As noted in Response to Comment L025-18, the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis will include surveys to further identify eligible 
historic resources, such as the Holbrook-Palmer Park.   

The conceptual plan/profiles in the Draft Program EIR/EIS show the 
alignment through Atherton as "retained fill."  The preliminary 
engineering and project-level review will refine the alignment and 
profile.  For instance, the design of road/rail grade separations will 
be analyzed and determined during this phase. 

Retained fill does not mean that the height of the fill will by 
definition be significant.  In some locations in Atherton, the elevation 
of the rails is a few feet higher than the existing land.  Please note 
that a constrained four- track right of way can be accommodated in 
a 50-ft cross section.  Also see response S008-5.  The right-of-way 
through Atherton is generally the same width, with some wider 
portions, as is the right of way in Redwood City, which is currently 
four-tracked. 

To accommodate the addition of two tracks in Atherton, for instance, 
it is possible that a 2–3 ft retaining wall may be sufficient along the 
side of the tracks in some locations to keep added fill from falling 

outside the existing right-of-way.  Moreover, it appears that the 
grade at the existing Atherton Caltrain station could accommodate 
four tracks without additional fill, which would not cause a significant 
visual impact at the station.  This preliminary plan/profile formed the 
basis for the visual assessment in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The poles and wires associated with the electrification would also not 
pose a significant visual impact.  If any, the visual impact would be 
no more than "low," because the poles and wires of electrification 
would reinforce the linear form of the railway corridor. 

The screening effect of the trees along the right-of-way in Atherton 
limits the visual impact of activity along the Caltrain line, including 
Holbrook-Palmer Park.  Based on a preliminary review, no trees need 
to be removed to add two tracks to the existing line.  Any trimming 
would be minimal and limited to branches protruding over the tracks, 
not perpendicular to the tracks, and therefore would not affect the 
screening effect of the trees. 

Visual impacts could occur at locations where road/rail grade 
separations are planned, depending on the type of separation 
planned.  This level of detail will be analyzed in the subsequent 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L025-20 
Once the project design has advanced to the appropriate level, the 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis will analyze the project’s 
potential impacts, such as grade separations, on historic resources 
and provide more detailed design review and mitigation measures to 
avoid or minimize such impacts. 

Mitigation can and will include alignment shifts to miss resources to 
the extent feasible and practicable.  Please also see discussion of the 
trench option in Response to Comment L025-25.  The Authority and 
FRA understand that the grade separations may affect 4(f) 
resources, and the potential effects on (use of) these resources will 
be reviewed at the project level as part of the detailed 4(f) finding. 
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L025-21 
The potential impacts on public facilities near or adjacent to the 
proposed corridor will be examined in further detail during the 
project-level environmental analysis.   

L025-22 
Comment acknowledged.   

L025-23 
The Authority reviewed avoidance alternatives (including East Bay 
alternatives) to the extent feasible in the development of the 
conceptual alignments and station location options.  Please see 
Response to Comment L014-2. 

L025-24 
The Authority and FRA find that the reasons for rejecting the I-280 
and US 101 are still valid.  The Caltrain Corridor offers more benefits 
and a lower level of impacts than these other alternative, as 
described in Appendix A.  Please note that a connection to the 
Diridon station would need to be made from the south and then 
travel to the west to gain access to the I-280 corridor, thus requiring 
a guideway to pass though developed portions of downtown San 
Jose. 

The Authority and FRA also note that Caltrain is an established rail 
corridor serving population centers along the peninsula, and this 
corridor offers the opportunity for complementary local, commuter, 
and statewide rail services to be fully integrated.  The Caltrain JPB 
views the HST system as an opportunity to upgrade its services and 
improve this rail corridor. Please see Comment Letter L026. 

L025-25 
As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS, the 
Authority and FRA will review the costs and benefits of detailed 

design options and variations along the entire selected alignment 
alternative, and this would include the Caltrain Corridor if the 
Preferred Alternative is selected.  This review will include an 
evaluation of aerial, trench, or tunnel options for those portions of 
the alignment where insufficient right-or-way exists or where a 
change in profile could cost-effectively reduce impacts on adjoining 
land uses. 

Subject to further more detailed study, use of a trench through 
Atherton and Menlo Park or other portions of the Preferred 
Alternative alignment, if it is selected, may prove to be a cost-
effective approach and will therefore be evaluated during the next 
phase of the HST project.  The Authority and FRA are aware of the 
various design and construction techniques that can be applied for 
development of a trench. 

L025-26 
The Authority and FRA find that the Draft Program EIR/EIS has 
adequately addressed the potential impacts along all of the 
alignment alternatives and station location options evaluated in the 
document.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS would avoid significant impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible, as discussed and described in Chapter 8.  The Authority and 
FRA will specify in their decision-making documents on this Program 
EIR/EIS, and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
the mitigation strategies required to be included in future project-
level analyses for the development of the HST system.  The EPA and 
USACE concurred that the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San 
Francisco and San Jose Termini, would most likely yield the LEDPA.   

L025-27 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the offer to meet with the Town of 
Atherton.   
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Comment Letter L026 (Michael J. Scanlon, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Organizations 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-116

 

Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L026 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L026 (Michael J. Scanlon, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, October 25, 2007) 

L026-1 
As recommended by this letter from the Caltrain JPB, the TA, and 
SamTrans, the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIS/EIR is the Pacheco Pass Alternative using the Caltrain Corridor.  
The reasons provided in this letter were among the reasons for its 
identification as preferred.  The existing rail right-of-way, the 
proposed Caltrain Corridor electrification, and the opportunity for 
shared use of the corridor to provide complementary and integrated 
local, commuter, and statewide rail service options were critical 
reasons for identification of the Preferred Alternative. 

The Memorandum of Understanding between Caltrain and the 
Authority provides a framework for future coordination during the 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
phase of the HST project. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L026-2 
The Diesel Dumbarton service would not be compatible with the 
EMU and HST operations on the Caltrain Corridor because of the 
inferior acceleration and deceleration capabilities of the diesel-hauled 
trainsets.  Given the high density of the train operations (number of 
trains running on the corridor per hour) on the Caltrain Corridor, a 
diesel-hauled train set could have adverse impacts on train 
schedules and reliability.   

While a refurbished Dumbarton Bridge could perhaps handle mixed 
traffic of high-speed and conventional trainsets, there are major 
limiting factors to using the existing or refurbished swing bridges.  
The use of a swing bridge over a navigable waterway would result in 
delays for the HST service because the bridge would have to be 
opened for passing boat traffic.  See also Response to Comment 
O007-22. 

L026-3 
Please see Response to Comment L026-1. 

L026-4 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the 
Caltrain JPB, the TA, and SamTrans on the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L027 (Wendie Rooney, City of Gilroy, Community Development Department, October 24, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L027 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L027 (Wendie Rooney, City of Gilroy, Community Development Department, October 24, 2007) 

L027-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS from the City of Gilroy and appreciate the 
opportunity to use the Gilroy City facilities for a public hearing on 
this document.   

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Alignment, which is consistent with the City of 
Gilroy’s staff recommendation.  The Authority anticipates future 
coordination with the City of Gilroy during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review phase, which will 
provide the opportunity to work cooperatively for a project that is 
mutually beneficial to the HST project and the City of Gilroy. 

Please also refer to Standard Response 3 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L027-2 
The Authority and FRA appreciate and welcome the City of Gilroy’s 
input into the ultimate location for an HST station in Gilroy.  The 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
process will allow for a more detailed review of alignment and 
station location design options.  The Authority and FRA look forward 
to reviewing these options with the City of Gilroy during this phase 
of the HST project and appreciate the City of Gilroy’s initiation of 
related studies and plans. 

L027-3 
Comment acknowledged.  These concerns will be addressed as part 
of future project-level analysis. 

As assumed in the comment, project-specific analyses of circulation, 
traffic, and parking would be conducted in the project-level EIS/EIR 
for the Gilroy station area, access roads, and other facilities that 
might be affected by the proposed HST station. These analyses will 

address the elements of the traffic impact analysis suggested in the 
comment. 

L027-4 
Comment acknowledged.  These issues will be addressed in the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L027-5 
Comment acknowledged.  These issues will be addressed at the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L027-6 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the City 
of Gilroy on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact information.
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Comment Letter L028 (Dorothy W. Dugger, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L028 (Dorothy W. Dugger, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October 25, 2007) 

L028-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS from the BART District.  Good intermodal 
connections between HST and other transit systems such as BART 
are an important component of the proposed HST system. 

L028-2 
The Authority and FRA agree that BART should have the flexibility to 
use HST bond funds in a manner that best serves the needs of 
BART. 

The current state bond measure (SB 1856) states that funds to be 
allocated to: 

eligible recipients for capital improvements to intercity and 
commuter rail lines and urban rail systems…shall be used for 
connectivity with the high-speed train system or for 
rehabilitation or modernization of, or safety improvements to, 
track utilized for public passenger rail service, signals, 
structures, facilities, and rolling stock.  (SB 1856, Section 
2704.095).    

This section also states that: 

The California Transportation Commission shall allocate the 
available funds to eligible recipients consistent with this 
section and shall develop guidelines to implement the 
requirements of this section. 

L028-3 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the 
BART District on the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact 
information. 
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Comment Letter L029 (Grassland Water District, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1: Thomas Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-132

 

Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-152

 

Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 1) 
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Comment Letter L029 - continued (Letter 2:  Rich Wright, Grassland Water District, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 2) 
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Responses to Letter L029 (Letter 1:  Thomas Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, October 25, 2007; and 
Letter 2:  Rich Wright, Grassland Water District, October 25, 2007) 

L029-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments on the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza, 
representing the Grassland Water District, the Grassland Resource 
Conservation District, Grassland Conservation, Education and Legal 
Defense Fund. 

L029-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-4 
Comment acknowledged.  The proposed Henry Miller alignment 
alternative would not run through the Los Banos Wildlife Area 
Interpretive Marsh but would be adjacent to Henry Miller Road.  The 
preferred alignment alternative and station location options are 
identified in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, including 
avoidance and minimization alternatives.  After the completion of 
this environmental review process, site specific locations and design 
variations for the selected alignment alternative and station locations 
will be fully investigated during the Tier 2, project-level 
environmental review.  This will include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed Henry 
Miller alignment alternative (between the Central Valley and the 
Pacheco Pass), if this is the selected or approved alternative.  See 
also Section 3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire 
agricultural, conservation, and/or open space easements for 
potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

L029-5 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the GWD’s, CRDC’s, and 
GCELDF’s opposition to the Pacheco Pass alignment alternatives.  As 
shown in various comment letters in this Final Program EIR/EIS, 
there is opposition and support from numerous organizations and 
individuals for the Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives. See 
Response to Comment L001-3 regarding supporters of Altamont Pass 
and Pacheco Pass network alternatives.  See also Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass 
as the Preferred Alternative.   

There are a number of reasons supporters give for preferring the 
Altamont Pass including: 1) has quicker travel times between 
Sacramento/northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area, 2) best 
serves the Central Valley, 3) serves more Northern San Joaquin 
markets on the Authority’s adopted first phase of construction 
between the Bay Area and Anaheim, 4) has higher ridership 
potential, 5) has less potential for environmental impacts, 6) avoids 
impacts on wildlife and sensitive habitat through Pacheco Pass and 
the GEA, 7) serves a greater population/more population along the 
alignment, 8) best serves ACE corridor and reduces traffic along I-
580, 9) provides better service between the Bay Area and southern 
California (either reduced frequency is needed on shared Caltrain 
alignment or HST trains can be split), 10) best serves San Jose 
because it would be a terminus station and with much faster travel 
times to commuter markets in the northern San Joaquin Valley, and 
11) is less sprawl inducing. 

There are a considerable number of organizations, agencies, and 
individuals who have expressed concern regarding potential impacts 
on the San Francisco Bay and Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge by HST alternatives via the Altamont Pass 
using a Dumbarton Crossing.  These include the MTC; BCDC; USEPA; 
USFWS; Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge; 
Congress members Zoe Lofgren, Michael Honda, Anna Eshoo, and 
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Tom Lantos; State Senators Elaine Alquist and Abel Maldanado; 
Assembly member Jim Beale; Santa Clara County; SamTrans; TA; 
Caltrain JPB; San Francisco Bay Trail Project; San Jose Chamber of 
Commerce; the City of San Jose; the City of Oakland; and Don 
Edwards (Member of Congress, 1963–1995).  The East Bay Regional 
Park District has raised concerns in regards to potential impacts on 
nine regional parks, in particular the Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas 
Plateau regional parks, and the Alameda Creek Regional Train 
between Pleasanton and Niles Junction for Altamont Pass 
alternatives.  In addition, the City of Fremont opposes the Altamont 
Pass, and the City of Pleasanton does not support the Altamont Pass 
but remains “open” to terminating Altamont alternatives in 
Livermore.  The MTC and Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty 
also support the investigation of Altamont Pass alternatives 
terminating in Livermore.  

There are a number of reasons supporters give for preferring the 
Pacheco Pass, including: 1) provides quicker travel times between 
San Jose/Silicon Valley and Southern California, 2) has more 
frequent/better service between Bay Area and southern California, 3) 
has higher ridership potential, 4) has fewer potential environmental 
impacts, 5) avoids impacts on wildlife and sensitive habitat through 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, 6) best 
serves the Caltrain Corridor (San Francisco to Gilroy), 7) provides 
good HST access for the three-county Monterey Bay area with a 
south Santa Clara HST station, 8) can serve San Francisco, Oakland, 
and San Jose without a new crossing of the Bay, 9) provides all 
service through San Jose/best serves south Bay, and 10) costs less 
for first phase of system between the Bay Area and Anaheim. 

The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass, Henry Miller alignment alternative.  The Authority 
and FRA note that this alignment has been located next to an 
existing transportation facility to minimize impacts of the HST 
system. 

The Authority and FRA note that the portion of the HST alignment 
that would pass through existing wetland areas would be placed on 
a structure to allow for the continued flow of water in these areas, 

and that the system would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts 
on canals or waterways. 

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth. 

Analysis at the program level determined that the Pacheco Pass 
network alternatives would potentially result in significant 
environmental impacts, even with mitigation strategies incorporated.  
The Pacheco Pass network alternatives, including the alignment 
along Henry Miller Road, are within areas that have undergone 
human change, either through the development of buildings and 
transportation facilities or through ranching, farming, or other 
agricultural activities.  The alignments were located to minimize 
impacts on both the built and natural environments.  The alignment 
would be adjacent to and along Henry Miller Road.   

The use of tunnels and elevated sections of the HST system have 
been included to minimize impacts on the Diablo Range and through 
the GEA.  Mitigation strategies to minimize impacts on sensitive 
species and habitat and wildlife movement corridors, such as 
underpasses, bridges, large culverts, and aerial structures have been 
included in this Program EIR/EIS.  The design of these features will 
be further delineated during the project-level environmental review 
and documentation to ensure that their designs and specifications 
would be sufficient to establish permeability and functional corridors 
to facilitate wildlife movement and habitat connectivity.  These 
designs would be developed in consultation with the resource 
agencies.  

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the broadly defined GEA and between, but not 
across, areas now managed by public agencies.  This alignment 
alternative would be adjacent to the existing Henry Miller Road and 
would avoid or minimize potential impacts on biological resources.  
The western portion crossed by the alignment alternative closest to 
Los Banos would extend adjacent to Henry Miller Road and the San 
Luis Wasteway and cross Ingomar Road south of the Volta Wildlife 
Area.  This area of the GEA is already bisected by transportation and 
infrastructure facilities including rail and roadways, and also includes 
housing development, farm operations, and land under active 
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agricultural production.  The other area of the GEA crossed by the 
alignment is just south of the CDFG Los Banos Wildlife Area.  The 
alignment would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure along Henry Miller Road.  This area of the GEA is bisected 
by Henry Miller Avenue/Road, SR 165, Baker Road, Delta Road, 
Santa Fe Grade, Criswell Avenue, and a number of human-made 
canals and also includes housing development, farm operations, and 
land under active agricultural production.    

Use of the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not be expected 
to result in further fragmentation within the GEA because the 
alignment would be adjacent to Henry Miller Road, an existing 
facility, and would be elevated for almost half the distance through 
the GEA.  The general area designation of the GEA occurred well 
after roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well 
established, and the HST alignment would follow the existing layout 
of Henry Miller Road.    

The Authority and FRA have not determined the number of wildlife 
underpasses that would be included as part of this alignment.  This 
will be reviewed in more detail during the preliminary engineering 
and project-level EIR/EIS phase, if this alignment is selected.  The 
Authority and FRA note, however, that it is premature to conclude 
that there would only “a few” of these underpasses or that they 
would be “insufficient.” Future project-level analyses would include 
focused surveys for state and federal threatened and endangered 
species and detailed identification of habitat, wildlife 
movement/migration corridors, potential for noise and collision 
impacts, and wetlands and water resources (including water quality) 
to further identify impacts and develop site specific mitigation 
measures for the selected alignment.  In addition, engineering 
design refinements would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize 
environmental impacts.  This would include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the proposed Henry Miller 
alignment alternative (between the Central Valley and the Pacheco 
Pass), if the Pacheco alignment is selected.  See Section 3.15.5 
regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

The proposed HST system would not be expected to induce growth 
in the GEA or the Los Banos area because no station or maintenance 
facility would be located in this area.  The closest proposed stations 
would be in Merced and Gilroy. 

L029-6 
Contrary to the comments in this letter, the Authority and FRA 
consider the Draft Program EIR/EIS to be adequate to meet the 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA and find that recirculation is not 
warranted.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

L029-7 
Comments contained in the attachments are responded to in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L029-8 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-9 
Analysis of the GEA was conducted at the program level and will 
continue in the future Tier 2 analysis, if the Pacheco alignment is 
selected.  See Response to Comment L029-5. 

L029-10 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS was prepared and circulated to inform 
the public and public agencies about potential significant 
environmental effects before decisions were to be made.  The 
Authority and FRA are aware of the CEQA requirements concerning 
the consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce 
significant effects, as well as requirements for findings and a 
statement of overriding considerations for remaining unavoidable 
adverse impacts, where appropriate. 

L029-11 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the assertion that the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS is inadequate.  The GEA is identified in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS in Section 3.15.  Additional information regarding 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-159

 

the GEA is provided in this Final Program EIR/EIS in response to the 
extensive comments provided in this letter.  Construction methods 
and impacts are provided in Section 3.18.  Conceptual engineering 
drawings are provided in the appendices, and the project 
alternatives are described Chapter 2.  Operational aspects of the 
project are described in Chapter 4, including train frequencies 
(Section 4.3, page 4-20).  Fleet storage/service and inspection/light 
maintenance facility location options are provided in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.5.3, of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  In the Final Program 
EIR/EIS, there are no potential maintenance facilities located in the 
vicinity of Los Banos or the GEA along the Henry Miller alignment 
alternative.  The Merced County Station is clearly identified in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft Program EIE/EIS as Castle Air Force Base or 
Merced Downtown.  This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the 
Merced Downtown station site as the preferred station site to serve 
the Merced area. 

As shown in the Draft Program EIR/EIS Summary, the Authority and 
FRA provided a carefully organized and intelligent comparison of the 
21 network alternatives summarizing an extensive list of HST impact 
and operational subject areas.  Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, this 
Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Environmentally Preferred 
Alternative.   

Rather than defer mitigation, the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides an 
extensive list of mitigation strategies to be approved at the 
conclusion of this environmental review process and to be reviewed 
and applied in future project-level environmental documents.  This 
approach is consistent with the program-level environmental review.  
This approach would commit the Authority and FRA to overall 
mitigation strategies, with more detailed mitigation measures to be 
defined during the preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS 
phases of the project.  These detailed measures can be more fully 
defined only following the more detailed engineering and field 
reviews that will accompany project-level environmental analyses 
focused on the Selected Alternative, i.e., the alternative approved at 
the conclusion of this program environmental review process.  Please 
see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

See Response to Comment S006-15 regarding noise.  Identification 
of the Preferred Alternative is supported by this Final Program 
EIR/EIS and recirculation of the Draft Program EIR/EIS is not 
warranted.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

L029-12 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the assertion that the 
description of the project setting in the Draft Program EIR/EIS is 
inaccurate and incomplete or that the impact analysis is “tainted.”  
Extensive data and information were collected and analyzed and are 
presented in a comprehensive and systematic manner in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS for numerous subject areas for all of the Bay Area 
to Central Valley alignment alternatives and station location options.   

As noted in this comment letter, areas of the GEA “currently lack 
formal protection and, thus, are particularly vulnerable to growth 
impacts and to purchase by land speculators.”  The Authority and 
FRA understand that protection of these unprotected areas is a goal 
of the agencies supporting the GEA.  While acknowledging this goal, 
the Authority and FRA note that land use decisions for these areas 
are largely within the purview of local government agencies.  The 
Authority and the FRA are not able to restrict purchase transactions 
affecting these lands.  The Authority and the FRA have, however, 
evaluated in this Program EIR/EIS the growth-inducing potential of 
the proposed HST alignment alternatives and station location options 
affecting this area and found that very little growth would be 
expected in this area due to the HST system, since the closest 
proposed HST station would be in Downtown Merced or Castle Air 
Force Base (Chapter 2). 

The Authority and FRA have not conducted field reviews for 
biological resources in the GEA or other areas.  To do so for all 
proposed alignment alternatives and station locations under review 
in this Program EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley would 
have been prohibitively costly and time consuming for this program-
level review.  Rather, program-level information was applied and 
consistently analyzed for all alignment alternatives and station 
location options.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 
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Section 3.16 categorizes the proximity of 4(f) and 6(f) resources, 
with the category 0–150 ft receiving a “high” ranking (Table 3.16-1).  
The publicly owned portions of the GEA (i.e., those portions of the 
GEA that are designated as 4(f) and 6(f) resources) are appropriately 
identified as within this first category. Please also see Response to 
Comment L029-57. 

L029-13 
The Summary provides a concise description of the multiple 
alignment alternatives and station location options that are reviewed 
in the Bay Area to Central Valley environmental document.  It 
compares the environmental impacts among 21 network alternatives, 
focusing on those impact areas that help differentiate among these 
alternatives.  Key information therefore is not “buried” but rather is 
included and is brought forward into the Summary to enable a 
reasoned review and comparison of these alternatives. 

L029-14 
The Summary of the Draft Program EIS/EIR clearly states the 
number of trains and the hours of operation assumed for the Bay 
Area to Central Valley alignments. 

Most passenger service is assumed to run between 6:00 a.m. and 
8:00 p.m.  By 2030, the proposed service would include 
approximately 124–139 weekday trains in each direction to serve 
the study region and the statewide intercity travel market, with 91–
96 of the trains running between northern and southern California 
and the remaining 33–43 trains serving shorter distance markets.  
(page S-5) 

For 139 trains over a 14-hour period, the overall average train 
frequency on a given alignment segment would be approximately 
10 trains per hour per direction.  The frequency of these trains 
would vary over the period of the day, with more frequent long-
distance trains departing in the peak hours from the major urban 
origins.  These statements have been added to the Summary.  

L029-15 
Proposed station locations are identified and analyzed in the 
Program EIR/EIS.  Other facility locations are speculative at this level 
of analysis and will be analyzed as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.  However, no station or maintenance facility 
is proposed between Gilroy and Merced.  The study area for indirect 
analysis conducted for wetlands and biological resources is wide 
enough to capture the associated facilities. 

L029-16 
The HST system would include intrusion-control features appropriate 
to each section of the system, taking into account whether the 
sections are at-grade, elevated, below-grade, or in tunnel, to ensure 
the safe operation of the train.  Details and specifications for 
intrusion-control features, which may include fencing and noise 
barriers, would be considered during Tier 2 project-level 
environmental reviews for each section of the HST system.  Wildlife 
corridors would be of a design, shape, and size to be sufficiently 
attractive to encourage wildlife use.  Overcrossing and 
undercrossings for wildlife would be appropriately vegetated to 
afford cover and other species requirements.  Functional corridors 
would be established to provide connectivity to protected land zoned 
for habitat or for uses that allow and provide for wildlife movement.   

L029-17 
The preferred Pacheco Pass network alternative would require a 
crossing of the San Joaquin River on a bridge, but this crossing 
would be expected to occur 2 miles downstream from the GEA.  
Therefore, impacts on the GEA from this crossing would be minimal.  
However, during the project-level reviews, when more information 
will be known about the HST configuration and bridge designs, 
potential impacts on water resources and habitats will be addressed 
in detail for the selected alternative and appropriate mitigation 
measures will be included as necessary. 
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L029-18 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes in the Summary, Chapter 2, and 
Chapter 7 that that the Merced station would either be at Castle Air 
Force Base or Downtown Merced for the Pacheco Pass (and 
Altamont Pass) alternatives, depending on the alignment selected in 
the Central Valley (BNSF vs. UPRR).  This Final Program EIR/EIS 
identifies the Downtown Merced station option as the preferred 
location for serving the Merced area.  Consistent with the current 
statewide bond measure for 2008, the Authority Board has selected 
as its first phase the line from Anaheim to the Bay Area, and has 
stated its intent to subsequently add service to both Sacramento and 
San Diego.  The first phase of the Board-adopted phasing plan 
includes development of a test track between Bakersfield and 
Merced.  Thus, regardless of whether the Altamont or Pacheco 
Alignment is selected, the initial phase of the proposed HST system 
would include service between Bakersfield and Merced in the Central 
Valley. 

L029-19 
Assertions regarding the project description being inadequate are 
addressed in the responses to comments above. 

L029-20 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS notes that the Highway 140 alignment 
would not be adjacent to a highway/roadway through much of the 
GEA boundary, while the Henry Miller alignment alternative would 
be.  The Authority and FRA have found that placement of the HST 
alignment adjacent to or within an existing transportation right-of-
way results in a reduction of impacts, and the majority of the 
alignments, including the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
EIS/EIR, follow this approach.  While cumulative fragmentation 
effects remain a concern of the commenter, the Authority and the 
FRA consider fragmentation impacts to be more prevalent and more 
of a concern for alignment alternatives that do not adjoin an existing 
transportation corridor.  Such a finding is not arbitrary or capricious. 

Although the Henry Miller alignment alternative was identified early 
in the HST Program, this early identification did not, however, place 

this alignment in a more or less favorable position, compared to the 
other alternatives.  Contrary to the comment’s assertion of an 
impression of impropriety, the Draft Program EIR/EIS for the Bay 
Area to Central Valley reflects an objective evaluation of alignment 
alternatives for the proposed HST system.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential impacts of the 
proposed HST system on numerous resources at a program level, 
regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.  While the GEA is not always 
mentioned specifically, the resources in and around it were analyzed.  
See Response to Comment L029-5 regarding fragmentation issues. 

The discussion in Section 3.15 of this Final Program EIR/EIS (page 
3.15-46 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS) has been corrected to 
indicate that the Henry Miller alignment alternatives would not 
impact the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge (including the Kesterson 
unit) in the GEA. 

L029-21 
As discussed in the previous response, the conclusion that the 
proposed alignment along Henry Miller Road would not have any 
impact on the GEA was a misstatement and has been revised.  This 
statement was intended to address only the comparison of 
alternatives with regard to impacts on the San Luis National Wildlife 
Refuge (including the Kesterson unit) in the GEA.   

L029-22 
A review of this entire Final Program EIR/EIS shows that numerous 
agencies, jurisdictions, organizations, and citizens commenting on 
this document found the alignment selection was important.  
Opposition and support for either Altamont or Pacheco alignments 
were strongly voiced, and evidence was provided to bolster the 
opposition or support.  A recital of impacts on urban communities or 
on natural resources, ridership, traffic, cost, travel times, or other 
HST operating differences were offered by each of these 
jurisdictions, agencies, organizations, or citizen as reasons for 
selection of rejection of a given alignment.  As might be expected, 
organizations with jurisdiction over natural resource areas near a 
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proposed HST alignment expressed concerns regarding potential 
impacts on those resources. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Pacheco Pass alignment as 
the Preferred Alternative and identifies the GEA as an area of 
controversy.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

L029-23 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the analysis regarding the GEA 
is inadequate.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS recognized the 
importance of the GEA (including the San Luis National Wildlife 
Refuge Complex and other publicly managed lands in the GEA).  The 
Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts, including construction and operation, of the HST alignment 
alternatives and stations regardless of land designation.  Impacts on 
resources in and outside of the area designated as the GEA were 
analyzed and are documented in the Draft and Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Growth is discussed in Chapter 5.   

See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5 regarding the programmatic 
decision, nature of a programmatic analysis, and the role of 
mitigation strategies. 

L029-24 
Contrary to the assertions in this letter, the Authority and FRA have 
complied with the requisite program-level analyses and disclosures.  
The HST Program is related geographically, consists of logical parts 
in a chain of contemplated action, and will be carried out under the 
same authorizing statutory and regulatory authority, with similar 
environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.  

This Program EIR/EIS, and the statewide program EIR/EIS, allowed 
the Authority and FRA to consider broad policy alternatives and 
program-wide mitigation measures at an early state of the HST 
statewide and Bay Area to Central Valley HST Program.  The 
Authority and FRA will examine subsequent activities in light of these 
Program EIR/EIS documents. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides an analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed alignment alternatives and 

station location options at a level of detail sufficient to compare key 
differences among the potential environmental effects for the 
alignment alternatives and station location options.  Please see 
Standard Responses 1 and 2.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies 
potentially significant impacts that may result from both the 
construction and operation of an HST system in the Bay Area to 
Central Valley as part of a statewide HST system.  The project 
description and the impact analysis are neither vague nor tentative.  
Impact analyses were performed comprehensively and systematically 
for all of the alignment alternatives and station location options and 
make use of relevant, available information regarding the particular 
impact area.  Mitigation strategies and measures, along with project 
design elements, lay out actions that will be taken to avoid or reduce 
the identified impacts.  Please see Standard Response 5 regarding 
mitigation strategies. 

The Authority and FRA have sufficiently applied the principles and 
adequately met the requirements for preparing a program-level 
document enabling the identification of a Preferred Alternative and 
allowing for the HST Program to move into the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review following 
certification of this document and completion of the environmental 
review process by the Authority Board and issuance of a Record of 
Decision by FRA. 

L029-25 
Please see Responses to Comments L029-23 and L029-24.  The 
Authority and FRA note that each section of Chapter 3 defines 
criteria for determining CEQA significance, defines those impacts 
deemed to be significant, and provides the rationale and 
methodology for that determination.  Unavoidable adverse impacts 
following application of mitigation strategies and measures are 
described in Chapter 9. 

L029-26 
A comparative analysis of potential impacts was conducted across all 
alignment alternatives and station location options.  The studies 
relied on program-level information that was applied consistently 
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across all alignment alternatives and station location options.  This is 
the appropriate analysis to support the identification of a preferred 
network alternative alignment.  Please see Standard Response 1.  
During project-level environmental analysis additional information 
will be available concerning horizontal and vertical alignments and 
other project feature designs in order to carry out the location-
specific field studies identified in the comment.  These studies will be 
conducted at the Tier 2 project level.  See Responses to Comment 
L029-5 regarding potential impacts on the GEA, and to Comment 
L029-11.  Section 3.15 of the Final Program EIR/EIS has been 
updated with regard to the California tiger salamander. 

L029-27 
The Henry Miller alignment alternative is more than ½ mile from the 
Volta Wildlife Area and does not cut across the southern part of this 
wildlife management area.   

For comments related to fragmentation, wildlife corridors, and 
mitigation strategies, see Response to Comment L029-5.   

The GEA North alignment alternative was not identified as the 
preferred alignment and is not part of the preferred Pacheco Pass 
network alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8. 

The HST would restore drainage and irrigation facilities to ensure 
their functionality is similar to or better than the existing condition.   

Access routes will either be preserved or rerouted to provide full 
access.   

The Henry Miller alignment alternative was developed so as not to 
result in a new transportation corridor, which would provide 
additional barriers to wildlife movement and fragmentation of 
habitat.  By colocating with an existing transportation facility (Henry 
Miller Road), potential habitat fragmentation impacts and wildlife 
movement impacts are reduced.   

The mitigation strategies identified in the Program EIR/EIS are 
appropriate for a program-level document.  Please see Standard 
Response 5.  More detailed wetland and wildlife movement 

mitigation will be provided as necessary in the Tier 2 project-level 
documents commensurate with the detail of design.   

L029-28 
The Henry Miller alignment alternative would not bisect any 
significant water resource.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS states that 
aerial structures would be used to avoid impacts on the flow and 
maintenance of water in streams, channels, canals, and sloughs, and 
impacts on waterway habitats.  Impacts of specific crossings will be 
addressed in more detail in the Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analysis when additional design details for proposed HST facilities 
would be available.  Surface waters potentially affected are listed in 
Appendix 3.14.A.    

L029-29 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the HST project would be 
fully grade separated.  The HST system would provide for 
appropriate grade-separate vehicular access points along the 
selected alignment alternative, and project-level environmental 
analysis will consider these access issues in greater detail, when 
additional design and engineering information is available for the 
features of the HST system.  

L029-30 
Concerns regarding potential for noise impacts from the HST system 
to disturb wildlife along an alignment crossing the designated GEA 
are acknowledged.  More detailed analysis of potential noise impacts 
will be provided during project-level environmental review, when 
more detailed information will be available concerning system design 
and placement, and alignment variations will also be further 
considered, should the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative be 
selected.  There will be very limited train horn noise because the 
train will not be crossing at-grade crossings.  Most of the noise will 
be wind noise from the train and the catenary.  More detailed 
analysis of impacts and mitigation will be provided in project-level 
documents. 
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L029-31 
The analysis of the “shock wave effect” would require detailed train 
and alignment design and placement information, and will be 
provided at the Tier 2 project-level phase.  

L029-32 
Both wildlife protection features and potential mortality impacts for 
wildlife species will be analyzed in more detail in project-level 
environmental studies.  The comment makes reference to 
“subterranean tunnels to allow wildlife passage,” cited to be on page 
3.15-31 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS. This wording does not appear 
on that page or any part of this section.  Instead, the program-level 
wildlife movement/migration corridors mitigation states that wildlife 
crossing features would be of a design, shape, and size sufficient to 
encourage wildlife use.  Functional corridors would be established to 
provide connectivity and allow wildlife permeability.  The process 
that would be used for the design of these wildlife movement 
corridors would include identification of habitat areas the corridor 
would connect, identification of species present and likely to use 
these corridors, evaluation of relevant needs of each selected 
species and along with a monitoring program. This mitigation 
strategy provides direction for the future development of specific 
mitigation measures in the Tier 2 project-level document.   

Effects on specific species at risk will be addressed in the Tier 2 
project-level document and appropriate mitigation measures defined 
based on the mitigation strategy identified above.  Mitigation 
measures for species barriers, where appropriate, will also be 
detailed. 

As noted in Section 2.3.2: 

the HST system would be a fully grade-separated and fully access-
controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring systems.  This means 
that the HST infrastructure (e.g., mainline tracks and maintenance 
and storage facilities) would be designed to prevent access by 
unauthorized vehicles, persons, animals, and objects.  The capital 
cost estimates include allowances for appropriate barriers (fences 
and walls), state-of-the-art communication, access-control, and 
monitoring and detection systems. 

L029-33 
Typical construction worksite characteristics and sequences are 
reviewed in Sections 3.18.4 and 3.18.5.  More detailed analyses will 
be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more 
detailed design and location information will be available for the 
selected HST alignment, and the construction, operation and 
maintenance of the HST system will be addressed.  

L029-34 
This comment assumes construction techniques for the HST system 
that go beyond the current level of information for the project.  The 
Draft Program EIR/EIS acknowledged the potential for significant 
impacts on wetlands and other waters, including alteration of water 
flow patterns, introduction of sediments, and water quality 
degradation.  After the selection of the Preferred Alternative and 
once the project design has advanced to the appropriate level, the 
Tier 2 project-level document will analyze these impacts in more 
detail appropriate to each section of the HST system, whether at or 
below grade or on aerial structure, and will provide more detailed 
mitigation to avoid or minimize such impacts.   

For example, in-line construction (i.e., use of new rail infrastructure 
as it is built) would be used in various areas to transport equipment 
to/from the construction site and to transport excavated material 
away from the construction to appropriate reuse or disposal sites.  

L029-35 
Rather than defer mitigation, the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides an 
extensive list of mitigation strategies that will be reviewed and 
applied at the project-level.  These strategies were identified to 
avoid or minimize significant adverse environmental effects.  The 
identified strategies have been successfully applied to other projects 
in the state.  They will be enforceable and capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time.  See also Standard Response 5 concerning mitigation. 

This mitigation strategies approach is consistent with the program-
level environmental review.  This approach would commit the 
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Authority and FRA to overall mitigation strategies at the conclusion 
of this environmental review process, with more detailed mitigation 
measures to be defined and applied during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level EIR/EIS phases of the project.  These 
detailed measures can be defined only following more detailed 
engineering and field reviews focused on the selected Preferred 
Alternative. 

L029-36 
In addition to the reference cited in the comment, Sections 3.18.4 
and 3.18.5 provide a more detailed description of typical 
construction worksite characteristics and sequences. 

L029-37 
Section 3.4.5 (subsection A) on page 3.4-22 gives some specific 
examples of potential mitigations for noise and the assumed length 
for the barrier for the Bay Area segments (Table 3.4-7).  Subsection 
B gives some specific examples of how vibration can be mitigated 
during construction.  More specific mitigation will be presented 
during the project-level environmental analysis. 

L029-38 
The overall energy impacts of the overall HST system were 
determined to be beneficial; the mitigation strategy cited provides 
direction for additional energy benefits to be identified at the Tier 2 
project level when more design and operational details are known. 

L029-39 
As is common in the project planning phase, conceptual engineering 
(i.e., alignment and station locations) will be refined during the 
preliminary engineering phase of the project, allowing for a more 
detailed environmental review in project-level documents.  Local land 
use plans will clearly play a role in the alignment and station location 
refinements during this phase of the program.  

As shown in the public comments, local jurisdictions have already 
proposed and agreed to work with the Authority and FRA during this 
engineering refinement and project-level environmental review 

phase.  Please see Comment Letter L027 from the City of Gilroy for 
example. 

L029-40 
While the comment expresses dissatisfaction with the program-level 
analysis, it is not possible to provide a more detailed analysis until 
the project is designed.  Therefore, the document provides 
mitigation strategies, which will be further refined in the Tier 2 
project-level document.  Please See Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

It cannot be determined why the comment expresses dissatisfaction 
with the proposed mitigation strategy that requires consultation with 
resource agencies. 

The development of a biological resource management plan 
according to the specific guidelines provided in the mitigation 
strategies listed in Section 3.15 is the appropriate vehicle for 
directing future mitigation measures at the project level.   

L029-41 
At a program level, it is not possible to be more specific about 
mitigation for construction methods and facility designs.  This will be 
appropriately addressed in the Tier 2 project-level document.   

L029-42 
The mitigation for groundwater cited in this comment is a good 
example of program-level mitigation strategy.     

L029-43 
As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review process, detailed mitigation measures will be 
developed for specific impacts on 4(f) and 6(f) resources, particularly 
those within 150 ft of the alignment as identified in this Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

Avoidance or minimization of impacts thorough alignment 
refinements will first be investigated.  Remaining impacts will be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis to determine which of the overall 
strategies can and should be applied.  Design practices could include 
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refinements to the physical features of the alignment in proximity to 
the resource to better blend into the overall environment.  Any 
impacts on access/egress will be addressed by replacing or 
enhancing access to ensure that adverse impacts on facility access 
will be minimized. 

L029-44 
See Response to Comment L029-35, and Standard Response 5. 

L029-45 
The comment suggests a series of mitigation measures to be 
considered to address potential impacts on resources in the GEA.  No 
Los Banos station is included in the Preferred Alternative identified in 
the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Additionally, no HST maintenance 
station in the Los Banos area is included in the identified Preferred 
Alternative.  To the extent the listed measures are within the 
authority of the Authority and the FRA and have not been previously 
addressed, they will be considered, along with the mitigation 
strategies set forth in the Final Program EIR/EIS that are approved 
by the Authority and the FRA, during future project-level 
environmental studies, when further design information is available, 
should the Pacheco Pass be selected and approved as the Preferred 
Alternative.  See also Response to Comment L029-35, Standard 
Response 5, and the discussion concerning the Los Banos area in 
Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2, of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

L029-46 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
is inadequate.  Refer to Standard Response 4 regarding growth.  
This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Merced Downtown location 
as the preferred station location option for the Merced area.  As 
noted in the letter, an HST station is not included in Los Banos.  The 
potential to induce growth in the GEA or the Los Banos area would 
be very limited because no station or maintenance facility would be 
located in this area.  See Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2, regarding 
mitigation measures for potential HST impacts through the GEA.  

See also Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L029-47 
The Merced County station is clearly identified in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft Program EIE/EIS as Castle Air Force Base or Merced 
Downtown.  This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies the Merced 
Downtown location as the preferred station location option for the 
Merced area.  As noted in the letter, an HST station is not included 
in Los Banos. 

L029-48 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, a station is not included for 
Los Banos.  See Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2, regarding mitigation 
measures of potential HST impacts through the GEA. Therefore, the 
HST ridership projections did not include a Los Banos station, and 
ridership was projected using the identified Merced station. 

L029-49 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, a station is not included for 
Los Banos.  See Response to Comment L029-46. 

L029-50 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, a station is not included for 
Los Banos.  See Response to Comment L029-46. 

L029-51 
See Response to Comment L029-47. 

L029-52 
A fleet storage/service and inspection/light maintenance facility is 
not proposed in or near Los Banos or the GEA.  See Response to 
Comment L029-11. 

L029-53 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth.   
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L029-54 
See Response to Comment L029-53 regarding growth inducement. 

L029-55 
The placement of the proposed HST alignment adjacent to an 
existing roadway (along Henry Miller Road) is intended to reduce 
potential fragmentation impacts and impacts on resources within the 
designated GEA.  As discussed in Response to Comment L029-53, 
the HST would not induce growth in or around the GEA because no 
station or maintenance facility is proposed.  See also Response to 
Comments L029-12 and L029-45. 

L029-56 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
is inadequate. Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation 
measures.  Also see Chapter 5 regarding growth inducement and 
Standard Response 4. 

L029-57 
As part of the development of all alignments, the Authority and FRA 
have pursued ways to avoid 4(f) and 6(f) resources.  Federal wildlife 
refuges, state wildlife areas, and state parks along the alternative 
alignments, including in the GEA boundary, are reviewed and 
identified in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 4(f) and 6(f), Section 3-16.  
Please note that, for some alignments, these resources cannot be 
avoided (e.g., the Don Edwards Wildlife Preserve for the Dumbarton 
San Francisco Bay crossing). 

The Authority and FRA are aware of the Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
regulatory requirements, which are identified in Section 3.16.  In 
addition, as noted in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS:  

Implementing regulations recently issued by the FHWA and FTA 
describe the appropriate documentation of Section 4(f) in a 
programmatic (Tier I) EIS: “When the first-tier, broad-scale EIS is 
prepared, the detailed information necessary to complete the 
Section 4(f) approval may not be available at that stage in the 
development of the action. In such cases, the documentation 
should address the potential impacts that a proposed action will 

have on Section 4(f) property and whether those impacts could 
have a bearing on the decision to be made.”  [23 CFR 774.7(e)(1)] 

The methodology used for the 4(f) and 6(f) evaluation in Section 
3.16 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS is consistent with these 
implementing regulations and is appropriate for a program-level 
review of the multiple alignment alternatives evaluated.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS identifies the proximity of the HST alignments to 
the identified 4(f) and 6(f) resources, providing an indication of the 
likelihood that the alignment would affect (use) the resource.  
Section 3.16 identifies 4(f) and 6(f) resources within 900 ft of an 
alignment, and resources within 150 ft of the alignment are 
identified as a potential high impact with direct effects on the 
resource. 

As noted in Section 3.16 of this Final Program EIR/EIS: 
The goal at this tier of environmental analysis is to identify Section 
4(f) and 6(f) resources on or close to the proposed HST Alignment 
Alternatives and to assess the relative differences in potential 
impacts of the alignment alternatives on these resources.  At this 
stage of environmental review, it is not practical to study or 
measure the severity of each potential impact identified.  No 
fieldwork was conducted as part of this analysis and no Section 4(f) 
determination is practical or required for this Program EIR/EIS.  At 
the conclusion of this programmatic environmental process, 
corridor alignments and station locations will be selected for further 
design and environmental review, however no construction and 
therefore no uses of Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources will be 
approved.  In subsequent project-level analysis, Section 4(f) and 
6(f) resources, potential uses and impacts, and appropriate 
mitigation measures would be evaluated in detail and 
determinations made.  Subsequent project-level analysis of Section 
4(f) and Section 6(f) resources will include consideration of publicly 
owned and managed lands, as well as lands subject to conservation 
easements acquired by public agencies along the selected Preferred 
Alignment. 

 
With respect to Federal conservation easements, Federal Highway 
Administration guidance (FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper, March 1, 
2005), provides that easements acquired by the United States are 
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subject to Section 4(f) as wildlife and waterfowl refuges when they 
are part of the National Wildlife Refuge System.  As FHWA notes for 
the purposes of Section 4(f), a wildlife and waterfowl refuge is 
publicly owned land (including waters) where the major purpose of 
such land is the conservation, restoration, or management of 
endangered species, their habitat, and other wildlife and waterfowl 
resources.  In determining the major purpose of the land, 
consideration must be given to (1) the authority under which the 
land was acquired, (2) land with special national or international 
designations, (3) the management plan for the land, and/or (4) 
whether the land has been officially designated by a federal, state or 
local agency having jurisdiction over the land, as an area for which 
its major purpose and function is the conservation, restoration, or 
management of endangered species, their habitat, or wildlife and 
waterfowl resources.  Thus, other lands subject to conservation 
easements may be subject to Section 4(f) to the extent they meet 
this standard.  Should conservation easement lands along the 
Preferred Alternative Alignment be determined to be resources under 
Section 4(f) or 6(f), the actual “use” of these resources will be 
determined, consistent with Section 4(f) and 6(f) requirements.  The 
Authority and the FRA will consider the ownership, significance and 
major purpose of these properties in determining if Section 4(f) 
should apply and will review existing management plans and consult 
with the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the 
property.  Additional avoidance options (e.g., alignment refinements) 
will be reviewed as part of the preliminary engineering process. 

In the event that “use” of lands identified as 4(f) or 6(f) resources 
cannot be avoided, the Authority and FRA will ensure that “all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use” 
has occurred. 

L029-58  
Please see Response to Comment L0029-57. 

L029-59 
Impacts on and use of 4(f) and 6(f) properties were clearly a 
consideration in the identification of the Preferred Alternative (e.g., 
use of the federally owned Don Edwards Wildlife Preserve would be 
required for a San Francisco Bay Crossing at Dumbarton).  The 
program-level analysis of impacts to 4(f)/6(f) resources generally 
supports the selection of the preferred Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose Termini) network alternative, although all network 
alternatives have potential to impact 4(f)/6(f) resources. 

As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review, the Authority and FRA are prepared to review 
alternative routes for Pacheco Pass that would avoid the GEA 
altogether, provided that such alternatives would still meet the 
project’s purpose and need and would not introduce new substantial 
unavoidable adverse impacts.  The Authority and FRA note that few 
alignment alternatives adjacent to an existing transportation right-of-
way appear to be available south of Henry Miller Road; and in the 
experience of the Authority and FRA, alignments that are not 
adjacent to or within an existing right-of-way have proven to 
introduce new and difficult adverse environmental impacts. 

L029-60 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

L029-61 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57 and Standard 
Response 5.  The information provided in Section 3.16, “Section 4(f) 
and 6(f) Resources,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS allows for an 
informed identification of a Preferred Alternative.  It allows for an 
overall comparison among the alternatives of the likelihood that 
these resources will be used.  In fact, avoidance of 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources played a role in the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative, which would not pass through the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge. 
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L029-62 
The information provided in Section 3.16, Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Resources, of the Draft Program EIR/EIS allows for an informed 
identification of a Preferred Alternative.  It allows for an overall 
comparison among the alternatives of the likelihood that these 
resources would be used.  In fact, avoidance of 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources played a role in the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative, which would not pass through the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge. 

L029-63 
The EPA and USACE concurred that the Pacheco Pass Network 
Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, would most likely 
yield the LEDPA.  As noted in Chapter 8 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, Pacheco Pass is the Preferred Alternative and the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative identified in this Final EIS/EIR.  
The rationale for the Preferred Alternative and Environmentally 
Superior Alternative is provided in this chapter.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L029-64 
See Response to Comment L029-63 regarding concurrence that the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative that is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Program EIR/EIS is also likely to yield the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative for purposes 
of protecting and avoiding impacts on wetlands.   

L029-65 
The Program EIR/EIS evaluated the potential direct (50 ft each side 
of centerline) and indirect (1,000 ft each side of centerline) wetlands 
impacts.  This is an appropriate analysis methodology for a program 
document as approved by the EPA.  Once a more specific horizontal 
and vertical alignment and project feature footprints are established 
during project design, the project-level environmental review 
documents will analyze potential impacts on wetlands in further 

detail, including considering uses, functions, qualitative values and 
significance.   

L029-66 
Mitigation strategies were developed based on the broad provisions 
in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  These mitigation strategies will be 
refined and considered in greater detail during the Tier 2 project-
level environmental analyses. 

L029-67 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-68 
See Response to Comment L029-53 regarding growth inducement. 

L029-69 
By colocating the HST with Henry Miller Road, the project would 
minimize potential habitat fragmentation and would reduce or avoid 
contributions to cumulative impacts related to habitat fragmentation 
in the Los Banos area.  The SR-152 bypass project has been added 
to the cumulative impacts discussion in Section 3.17 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  See also Response to Comment L029-5 regarding 
fragmentation. 

L029-70 
The Environmentally Superior Alternative is identified in the 
Summary and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

L029-71 
The Authority Board directed staff to compare alignment and station 
locations options identified in the Bay Area to Central Valley study 
area.  The EIR/EIS complies with this directive and evaluates not 
one but multiple alignment alternatives for Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass.  Rather than muddy the waters, this approach 
provided for the full disclosure and comparison of the environmental 
impacts and project benefits for multiple alternatives, consistent with 
the Authority Board directive. 
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As noted in the letter, impacts do vary among the Altamont and the 
Pacheco alternatives, and the differences among these alternatives 
are described in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The alternatives were 
not screened in advance but rather included throughout the entire 
analysis.  This is not a document deficiency but rather a public 
disclosure of the environmental effects associated with a range of 
reasonable alternatives in the Bay Area to Central Valley.   

Costs and impacts for the tunnel alignments across the San 
Francisco Bay are provided in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  As noted 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the existing Dumbarton Bridge 
crossing cannot be used as part of the HST system. 

This approach provided for an objective review of the range of 
alternatives to provide HST service to the Bay Area to Central Valley.  
Please see Standard Response 1. 

L029-72 
As noted in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, Pacheco Pass is 
the Preferred Alternative and Environmentally Superior Alternative 
identified in this Final EIS/EIR.  The rationale for the Preferred 
Alternative and Environmentally Superior Alternative are provided in 
this chapter.  Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. Overall, 
the Pacheco Pass alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose 
termini best meets the purpose and need for the proposed HST 
system.   

As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review, the Authority and FRA are prepared to review 
alternative routes for Pacheco Pass that would avoid the GEA 
altogether, provided that such alternatives would still meet the 
project’s purpose and need and would not introduce new substantial 
unavoidable adverse impacts.  The Authority and FRA note that few 
alignment alternatives adjacent to an existing transportation right-of-
way appear to be available south of Henry Miller Road; and in the 
experience of the Authority and FRA, alignments that are not 
adjacent to or within an existing right-of-way have proven to 
introduce new and difficult adverse environmental impacts.   

L029-73 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the legal requirements for 
document recirculation and have determined that recirculation of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is not necessary.  The document does 
identify the existence of the GEA in Section 3.16, pages 3.16-11 and 
3.16-12.  See Standard Responses 1 and 2 regarding the 
programmatic decision and nature of a programmatic-level of 
analysis and tiering under NEPA and CEQA. 

L029-74 
Please see Response to Comment L029-73 regarding recirculation. 

As noted above, no station is proposed for rural Merced County.  The 
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final EIS/EIR as the Preferred 
Alternative, and the Authority and FRA have proposed mitigation 
measures for the alignment along Henry Miller Road; but the 
Authority and FRA are prepared to review with representative of the 
GEA additional mitigation measures that may be appropriate to 
further mitigate potential adverse environmental impacts. 

Please see Response to Comment L029-72 regarding the willingness 
of the Authority and FRA to review alignments that would avoid the 
GEA altogether. 

L029-75 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of Mr. Enslow’s letter 
regarding potential HST impacts on the GEA. 

L029-76 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-77 
The Henry Miller alignment alternative is more than ½ mile from the 
Volta Wildlife Area and does not cut across the southern part of this 
wildlife management area.   

For comments related to fragmentation, wildlife corridors, and 
mitigation strategies see Response to Comment L029-5.   



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-171

 

The GEA North alignment alternative was removed from 
consideration and is not part of the preferred Pacheco Pass network 
alternative. 

The HST would restore drainage and irrigation facilities to ensure 
their functionality is similar to or better than the existing condition.   

The Henry Miller alignment alternative was developed so as not to 
result in a new transportation corridor, which would provide 
additional barriers to wildlife movement and increased fragmentation 
of habitat.  By colocating the proposed HST alignment with an 
existing transportation facility (Henry Miller Road), a new 
fragmentation and wildlife movement impact would not result.   

L029-78 
Detailed noise and vibration studies related to biological resources 
will be required and conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis. 

L029-79 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS acknowledged the potential for 
significant impacts on wetlands and other waters, including 
alteration of water flow patterns, introduction of sediments, and 
water quality degradation.  Once the project design has advanced to 
the appropriate level, the Tier 2 project-level document will analyze 
these impacts in greater detail and also will provide more detailed 
mitigation to avoid or minimize such impacts.   

L029-80 
See Response to Comment L029-79. 

L029-81 
This comment provides a summary of previous comments, which are 
addressed above. 
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Comment Letter L029 - continued (Letter 3:  Karen G. Weissman, Thomas Reid Associates; August 27, 2004) 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-173

 

Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 3) 

To view entire contents of Part 2 and Part 3  
see electronic files: L 029_Part-2.pdf  and L 029__Part-3.pdf 
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Response to Letter L029 (Letter 3:  Karen G. Weissman, Thomas Reid Associates; August 27, 2004) 

L029-82 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-83 
The GEA is discussed and described in Section 3.15.  Additional 
discussion of the USFWS conservation easements has been included 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

L029-84 
Comment acknowledged. 

L029-85 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential impacts of 
resources at a program level, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.  
While the GEA is not always mentioned specifically, the resources in 
and around it were analyzed.   

This program-level document discussed construction and operation 
of the HST at the level of detail available at this time.  See Response 
to Comment L029-53 regarding growth inducement. 

L029-86 
The Program EIR/EIS considers these potential impacts in Sections 
3.18.4 and 3.18.5 

L029-87 
At the alignment decision level, there is not enough information 
available on when and for how long construction would occur.  This 
analysis will be conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.  In sensitive areas (as defined at the project 
level), in-line construction (i.e., use of new rail infrastructure as it is 
built) would be used to transport equipment to and from the 
construction site and to transport excavated material away from the 
construction to appropriate re-use or disposal sites. 

L029-88 
Efforts will be made to not use sensitive areas as set down areas.  In 
sensitive areas (as defined at the project level), the movement of 
supplies from less sensitive set down areas can be accomplished 
using the established right-of-way corridor, with delivery of the 
material via the constructed rail line because in-line construction 
techniques are proposed.  In areas where clearing would be 
necessary, the construction contractor would use silt fences, hay 
bales, and other measures to control runoff and erosion. 

Further analysis will be performed during the project-level reviews, 
when construction lay-down areas can be identified. 

L029-89 
See also Response to Comments L029-29, L029-30, and L029-31.  
Some heavy civil construction activities, notably pile driving and rock 
excavations with explosives, would be inherently noisy.  Further 
analysis of potential noise mitigation strategies will be provided 
during project-level environmental reviews.  Potential mitigation 
strategies for construction noise impacts are listed below. 

• Using enclosures or walls to surround noisy equipment, installing 
mufflers on engines, substituting quieter equipment or 
construction methods, minimizing time of operation, and locating 
equipment farther from sensitive receptors. 

• Suspending construction operations between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. and/or on weekends and holidays in residential areas. 

• Requiring contractors to comply with all local sound control and 
noise-level rules, regulations, and ordinances. 

• Equipping each internal combustion engine with a muffler of a 
type recommended by the manufacturer. 

• Specifying the quietest equipment available (would reduce noise 
by 5-10dBA). 
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• Turning off construction equipment during prolonged periods of 
nonuse (to eliminate noise from construction equipment during 
those periods). 

• Requiring contractors to maintain all equipment and train their 
equipment operators (to reduce noise levels and increased 
efficiency of operation). 

• Locating stationary equipment away from noise-sensitive 
receptors (to decrease noise impact from that equipment in 
proportion to the increased distance). 

L029-90 
See Response to Comment L029-79 regarding water quality.   

See Response to Comment L029-34 regarding construction 
techniques.   

L029-91 
See Response to Comment L029-5 regarding connectivity and 
collision impacts.   

See Response to Comment L029-31 regarding shock wave impacts.  

See Response to Comment L029-78 regarding noise and vibration. 

L029-92 
See Response to Comment L029-78 regarding noise and vibration. 

The noise exposure of the HST depends on the location of the 
receiver relative to the train alignment, train speed, and intervening 
topography.  The program-level environmental document analyzes 
the potential noise and vibration impacts and broadly compares the 
relative differences of potential impacts among the alternatives. The 
analysis also identifies key differences among the potential noise 
impacts associated with the various HST alignment alternatives and 
station location options, to support the selection of preferred 
alignments and station location options in the Bay Area to Central 
Valley study region.  The next phase of study, the project-level 
environmental document, will address the impacts on human and 

wildlife receivers and noise sensitive land uses along the Preferred 
Alternative alignment by predicting the wayside noise levels from 
HST passbys and comparing them to the existing background noise 
at each location.  The same procedure will be conducted for 
vibration with the exception that the predicted ground-borne 
vibration levels from train passbys will be compared to the FRA 
Vibration Impact Criteria and not the ambient levels to determine 
impact. 

L029-93 
See Response to Comment L029-31 regarding shock wave impacts.  

As part of the project-level environmental document, a shock wave 
analysis will be conducted to study the effect of sound overpressure 
at tunnel portals generated by HST operating at 220 mph.  Potential 
effects on both human and wildlife receivers will be assessed. 

L029-94 
See Response to Comment L029-32 regarding collisions with trains.  

L029-95 
Study areas for individual species habitat will be established as part 
of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. 

L029-96 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. 

L029-97 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-98 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 22-180

 

L029-99 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-100 

Comment acknowledged. 

L029-101 
 See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-102 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46.  

L029-103 
See L029-55 regarding growth inducement. See Standard Response 
4 regarding growth. Also see Response to Comment L029-46. 

L029-104 
This comment provides a summary of previous comments, which are 
addressed above. 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4:  Terrell Watt, AICP, Terrell Watt Planning Consultants) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4) 
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Comment Letter L029 – continued (Letter 4) 
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Response to Letter L029 (Letter 4:  Terrell Watt, AICP, Terrell Watt Planning Consultants) 

L029-105 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-106 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-107 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-108 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-109 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-110 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-111 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-112 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-113 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

L029-114 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

The comment expresses concern about a potential increase in the 
demand for second homes as a result of the proposed HST system, 
particularly in the vicinity of the GEA.  At a broad level, there would 
not be any travel time or cost benefit to using HST in accessing a 
second home in rural areas of the Central Valley due to the problems 
presented by station access/egress between a second home and a 
Central Valley HST station.  For individuals to use HST as a primary 
access mode to second homes, individuals owning a second home 
would need to either keep an extra car at a Central Valley HST 
station (and incur long-term parking costs) or regularly rent a car at 
a Central Valley HST station.  This combination of high egress cost 
and multiple mode shifts would be at odds with rational travel and 
economic behavior.   

With specific regards to the GEA, the lack of a Los Banos HST station 
(please see Standard Response 4) results in faster door-to-door 
travel times for auto (compared to HST) for areas in and around the 
GEA.  Therefore, HST will be unlikely to have any influence on the 
market for second homes near the GEA or other locations across 
California.  

L029-115 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding the fact that an HST 
station is not being proposed for Los Banos.  The accessibility 
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barriers that exist around Los Banos for the No Project Alternative 
remain in place for either HST alternative. 

L029-116 
The comment suggests that induced employment and population 
growth in the Central Valley will substantially increase personal 
income, which will in turn increase demand for larger, higher-end 
homes and supporting services.  This assertion is incorrect for three 
reasons. 

First, Table 5.3-5 in the Program EIR/EIS illustrated that the Pacheco 
Pass HST alternative is projected to induce 47,692 jobs compared to 
the No Project Alternative in the six-county Central Valley region, 
compared to a total No Project employment in 2030 of 2,740,867.  
The Altamont HST alternative is projected to induce 61,171 jobs 
compared to the No Project Alternative in this region.  Hence, 
Pacheco HST is projected to have 1.7% more employment in the 
Central Valley region compared to No Project, while Altamont is 
projected to have 2.2% more employment compared to No Project.  
These differences are not “dramatic changes” as asserted in the 
comment. 

Second, all system alternatives (No Project, Altamont HST, Pacheco 
HST) would have the same employment composition for the 
2,740,867 jobs that are projected to exist in the Central Valley study 
region for the year 2030 No Project Alternative.  The only difference 
in employment composition would be for the induced jobs, which, as 
pointed out in the prior paragraph, amounts to a 1.7% increase for 
Pacheco HST and a 2.2% increase for the Altamont HST alternative. 

Third, the comment asserts that HST’s induced employment would 
be skewed toward occupations with substantially higher wages.  This 
assertion is false.  As noted on page 5-10 of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS, “[b]oth HST Network Alternatives show a much greater 
propensity to job growth in the FIRE, services, TCU, wholesale trade, 
and retail trade categories.”  As shown in Table 1 (below), average 
weekly wages in these growth industries bracket the “total private” 
average weekly wage of $879.  In particular, Table 5.3-3 in the 
Program EIR/EIS illustrated that the FIRE and services sectors are 

projected to account for about two-thirds of this induced 
employment in the Central Valley.  These sectors, which are 
highlighted in light green and light blue in Table 1, clearly bracket 
the statewide average for all business sectors.  Clearly, the HST 
alternatives would not lead to Central Valley job growth that is 
skewed toward higher income individuals and families.  Given the 
similarity in average wages, there is no compelling evidence that the 
induced employment growth for either HST alternative would result 
in increased demand for larger, high-end homes and other support 
services that are typically associated with higher income households. 

Table 1 Average Weekly Wage Rates by Industry for California (2007) 

NAICS 
Code Industry 

Average Weekly 
Wage for California 

10 Total private $879 
101 Goods producing $966 
1011 Natural resources and mining $483 
11 Agriculture, forestry, fishing & hunting $411 
21 Mining $1,718 
23 Construction $878 
1013 Manufacturing $1,149 
102 Service producing [1] $854 
42 Wholesale trade $1,087 
44-45 Retail trade $565 
48-49 Transportation and warehousing $800 
22 Utilities $1,647 
51 Information $1,621 
52 Finance and insurance $1,620 
53 Real estate and rental and leasing $868 
54 Professional and technical services $1,417 
55 Management of companies and enterprises $1,492 
56 Administrative and waste services $586 
61 Educational services $699 
62 Health care and social assistance $842 
1026 Leisure and hospitality $409 
1027 Other services $456 
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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L029-117 
See Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

Results presented in Section 5 of the Program EIR/EIS do not 
identify any significant impacts from the indirect effects of growth 
inducement at the program level of analysis. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to analyze or adopt specific mitigation strategies for 
indirect effects of growth inducement in the Final Program EIR/EIS 
for Merced, Madera or any other county.   

Please also see Standard Response 4 (subsection titled “HST’s 
Influence on Station Areas and Local Jurisdiction’s Growth”) for 
further information on the Authority’s efforts in influencing station-
area development patterns.  Furthermore, the Authority has 
identified downtown areas in the Central Valley as the preferred 
locations for HST stations (Section 8.6.4 of this Program EIR/EIS and 
Chapter 6A of the statewide program EIR/EIS), which is consistent 
with the overall desire to avoid or minimize impacts. 

L029-118 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. Also see Response to 
Comment L029-46. 
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Comment Letter L030 (Robert Beck, Transbay Joint Powers Authority, October 19, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L030 (Robert Beck, Transbay Joint Powers Authority, October 19, 2007) 

L030-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the Transbay Joint 
Powers Authority’s (TJPA) letter dated September 26, 2007.  Please 
see Response to Comment L012. 

L030-2 
A detailed analysis of the number of trains that would operate from a 
San Francisco terminus will be analyzed at the project level of 
environmental study.  The 124 trains per day is a theoretical level of 
service necessary to meet the forecasted systemwide ridership 
demand. 

L030-3 
A revised timetable has not been prepared as part of this Program 
EIR/EIS.  The 124 trains per day are based on a theoretical level of 
service necessary to meet the forecasted demand. 

L030-4 
There has not been a change in that assumption for this Program 
EIR/EIS.  These assumptions could change at the project-level 
environmental document. 

L030-5 
The questions provided in this letter are responded to above.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the TJPA on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L031 (Rob Eastwood, County of Santa Clara, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L031 (Rob Eastwood, County of Santa Clara, October 25, 2007) 

L031-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comment letter 
from the County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and 
Development. 

L031-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a description of the general 
effects of the Bay Area to Central Valley alignment alternatives and 
station locations options. Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.  
As noted in the letter, it is anticipated that preliminary engineering 
and project-level environmental review will be undertaken for the 
selected Preferred Alternative following certification of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS and completion of the environmental review 
process by the Authority Board and issuance of a Record of Decision 
by FRA. 

L031-3 
When the project-level draft EIR/EIS documents are prepared and 
publicly circulated, they will be made available to the Santa Clara 
Department of Planning and Development as requested.  The 
project-level EIR/EIS documents will evaluate impacts on roadways 
and parks in the vicinity of the selected Preferred Alternative 
alignment, as well as other environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures. 

L031-4 
Please see Response to Comment L029-89, concerning potential 
noise mitigation measures to be considered further during project-
level environmental reviews of the HST system.  These measures as 
well as habitat conservation plans that have been developed can be 
included in project-level environmental review, when more detailed 
design and alignment information will be available.   

L031-5 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from the 
Santa Clara Department of Planning and Development and the 
contact information. 
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Comment Letter L032 (Lindy L. Lowe, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, October 25, 
2007) 
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Comment Letter L032 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L032 (Lindy L. Lowe, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, October 25, 
2007) 

L032-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comment letter 
from the BCDC, particularly related to the McAteer-Petris Act and the 
provisions of the San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). 

L032-2 
The Authority and FRA understand that BCDC is responsible for 
granting or denying permits for all Bay filling, dredging, or 
substantial change in use of land, water, or structures in the Bay or 
on the shoreline.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge the 
requirements for maximum feasible public access to the Bay and 
consistency with the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan. 

L032-3 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
does not involve a Bay crossing, in part due to the potential adverse 
effects associated with an HST Bay crossing. Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L032-4 
Please see Response to Comment L032-3. 

L032-5 
Please see Response to Comment L032-3.  Avoidance of the Don 
Edwards Wildlife Refuge was one the reasons for identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

L032-6 
Among the stated purposes of the HST program is to reduce the 
reliance on single-occupant vehicles, provide a facility that carries 
large volumes of people and goods, alleviate congestion at the 
region’s airports, and provide transportation alternatives. 

L032-7 
The Authority and FRA are aware of the Bay Plan provision that a 
determination needs to be made if there is a feasible alternative to 
adding a bridge over the Bay.  This provision played a role in the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative because 
this alternative is a feasible alternative to a bridge over the Bay.  The 
Preferred Alternative does not include a new transbay tube given 
that it would have high potential environmental impacts and 
considerable construction issues.  These alternatives would have 
more than 36 acres of potential direct impacts on the San Francisco 
Bay.  They would have 38.8 ac of potential impacts on water bodies 
(lakes + San Francisco Bay) whereas the Oakland and San Jose 
termini Altamont Pass network alternative would have only 2.3 acres 
of potential direct impacts.  The cost of the additional 8.8-mile HST 
segment needed to implement a new transbay tube is estimated at 
about $4.6 billion – more than $500 million per mile.  Moreover, 
there is only slightly higher ridership and revenue potential (less 
than 2% higher ridership or 1.0–1.6 million passengers per year by 
2030) when comparing the transbay tube alternative via the East 
Bay versus the related Altamont Pass network alternative that 
terminates in Oakland. 

L032-8 
The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS is 
not sited in the San Francisco Bay or along its shoreline. 

L032-9 
The Pacheco Pass Network Alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative in part due to the 
opportunity to share right-of-way and tracks along the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Sharing this corridor provides for a reduction in impacts 
compared to a new HST alignment that is not in or adjacent to a 
transportation corridor.   
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The Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative is strongly supported by 
Caltrain, which views the HST service as a major improvement to 
overall rail service in the Caltrain Corridor with the development of a 
fully grade-separated, electrified, four-tack system.  The HST system 
is viewed as an adjunct to the Caltrain service—a fully supportive 
and complementary service.   

L032-10 
Comment acknowledged.  Section 3.3 of this Final Program EIS/EIR 
includes a discussion of global climate change.  The issue of sea-
level rise is addressed.   

L032-11 
The Authority and FRA note that the Preferred Alternative not only 
minimizes but actually avoids impacts on Bay resources.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of comments from BCDC and 
the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L033 (Jill Pirog, PMC, September 21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L033 (Jill Pirog, PMC, September 21, 2007) 

L033-1 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS was released for public review and 
comment on July 16, 2007, and noticed in the Federal Register on 
July 20, 2007.  The initial public comment period was scheduled to 
end September 28, 2007, but, due to public requests, it was 
extended to October 26, 2007.  During this period, the Authority 
held eight public hearings to present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and 
to receive public comments. Originally, six public hearings were 
scheduled, but, due to requests, two more public hearings were 
held.  Comments were received from local, state, and federal elected 
officials; agency representatives; organizations and groups; and 
individuals. 

In response to public requests such as this, the public comment 
period was extended from September 28 to October 26, 2007.
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Comment Letter L034 (Connie Conway and Fritz Grupe, California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, October 
18, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L034 (Connie Conway and Fritz Grupe, California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, October 
18, 2007) 

L034-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  At this point, a bond 
measure to provide funding for the HST system is on the November 
2008 ballot.  The Authority is pursuing both federal and private 
sector funding to supplement the statewide bond funds, should they 
be approved by the voters of California. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the importance of rail services 
in the Central Valley, in both the short and long term, and agree that 
the “Blueprint Regional Planning” process can and should be directly 
linked to the implementation of the HST system in the Central Valley.  
The Authority and FRA understand the important link between land 
use and transportation planning, with “smart growth” and infill 
development linked to major transportation multi-modal facilities, 
thus reducing our statewide dependence on oil-based energy, our 
sprawl patterns of development, and our emissions of greenhouse 
gases and other air pollutants.  The Authority and FRA agree that 
improved mobility and access are critical to the Central Valley’s and 
the State’s economic vitality. 

The Authority and FRA appreciate and stand willing to work with the 
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley and appreciate the 
contact information. 
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Comment Letter L035 (Mike McKeever, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter L035 (Mike McKeever, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, October 26, 2007) 

L035-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 

L035-2 
All Altamont and Pacheco Pass network alternatives provide HST 
station location options in the same communities throughout the 
Central Valley and southern California.  The only substantial 
difference outside of the Bay Area is that Altamont provides the 
opportunity for an additional HST station in Tracy, which is near 
other HST stations in Stockton and Modesto.  Within the Bay Area, 
the only potential station differences are in southern Santa Clara 
County and eastern Alameda County.  Therefore, statewide access to 
an HST station is relatively equal when similar Altamont and Pacheco 
network alternatives are compared. 

Ridership differences arise due to differences in travel time, travel 
cost, and service frequency between individual station pairs for 
Altamont and Pacheco, as well as HST’s competitive position relative 
to auto and air travel in certain markets.  Most notably, the Altamont 
Pass alternative includes an HST service split in the East Bay, which 
greatly reduces HST frequency (compared to Pacheco Pass) to San 
Jose and San Francisco under the base network alternative.  The 
ridership and revenue forecasts assumed about 50 trains per day per 
direction between Los Angeles and San Francisco/San Jose in the 
Pacheco Pass alternative.  Due to the HST service split, the Altamont 
Pass alternative has 33 trains per day from Los Angeles to San 
Francisco and 17 trains per day from Los Angeles to San Jose (for 
the same total of 50 between Los Angeles and the Bay Area).  This 
allocation of trains to the two destinations means that everyone 
traveling to these destinations has lower frequency of trains in the 
Altamont alternative compared to the Pacheco Pass alternative.  This 
lower frequency leads to about 6 million fewer annual systemwide 

passengers in the base Altamont Pass alternative compared to the 
base Pacheco Pass alternative.   

Although the Altamont Pass alternative has the potential to achieve 
higher ridership between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley 
(Merced northward), Pacheco Pass alternative achieves higher 
ridership between the Bay Area and areas from Fresno southward 
(including Los Angeles and San Diego regions).  Due to its proximity 
to the Central Coast region (through a potential Gilroy station), the 
Pacheco Pass alternative also creates a sizable HST market to/from 
the Monterrey Bay area; this market is virtually untapped with the 
Altamont Pass alternative. 

L035-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

L035-4 
Please see Response to Comment S009-8. 

L035-5 
Comment acknowledged.   

L035-6 
Identification of a Preferred Alternative for this Final Program 
EIR/EIS was a deliberative and difficult process.  As noted 
throughout this Program EIS/EIR, each of the alternative alignments 
presents differing impacts and benefits, and a review of the public 
comments illustrates the strong positions that have been taken for 
Altamont Pass or for Pacheco Pass.  Please see Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

The underlying reasons for the identified Preferred Alternative are 
presented in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.
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L035-7 

The Authority and FRA do not agree with the assertion that there is 
very little difference between the freeway system and a new HST 
system.  Freeways have many interchanges and exacerbate sprawl, 
whereas HST systems, such as the proposed California HST system, 
have limited station stops.  Please refer to Standard Response 4 
regarding growth.  Please also see Chapter 5 in regards to 
“Economic Growth and Related Impacts” and Chapter 6 in regards to 
“Station Area Development.”  Chapter 6 includes the Authority’s 
adopted policies requiring transit-oriented development around 
stations and commitments toward developing smart growth 
principles in the vicinity of HST stations.   

L035-8 
The Authority and FRA appreciate receipt of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Government’s comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
and the contact information. 
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Comment Letter L036 (Christopher Cabaldon, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, August 30, 2004) 
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Response to Letter L036 (Christopher Cabaldon, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, August 30, 2004) 

L036-1 
Comment acknowledged.  This comment letter was responded to as 
part of the Authority and FRA’s certified statewide program EIR/EIS 
document (November 2005).  
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Comment Letter O001 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, July 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O001 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, July 27, 2007) 

O001-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) find the information regarding 
potential impacts, benefits, costs, ridership, and operations of the 
high-speed train (HST) system to be fully consistent with the 
requirements of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and adequate to identify 
key differences among the alignments and station location options.  
The Authority and FRA find that recirculation of the document is not 
warranted. 

O001-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment O006-3 
and Standard Responses 1 and 2. 
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Comment Letter O002 (Eugene K. Skororpowski, Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority, September 14, 2007)  
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Response to Letter O002 (Eugene K. Skororpowski, Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority, September 14, 2007) 

O002-1 
Authority staff were also participants in the Regional Rail Plan, 
serving on the plan’s management committee along with 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART) District, and San Mateo County Transit District 
(SamTrans).  This participation of the Authority provided the 
opportunity to coordinate the HST with the regional rail planning 
process and work directly with such major rail agencies in the region 
as the Capitol Corridor.    

O002-2 
The Authority and FRA agree that integration and coordination of rail 
services in the region, both freight and passenger, is a critical and an 
important adjunct to the proposed HST network.  Stations identified 
for Preferred Alternative in this Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final Program EIR/EIS) 
would all serve as strategically located intermodal facilities providing 
different types of rail services (commuter, intercity, and high-speed). 

O002-3 
Provision of enhanced Capitol Corridor (Caltrain) Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) services and facilities clearly is a critical component 
of Bay Area regional rail, both today and into the future. 

O002-4 
Support for the concept of two high-speed rail alignments is 
consistent with the Authority’s staff recommendation for Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred HST Alternative for long-distance travelers and 
enhanced regional/commuter services developed by regional rail 
partners along the Altamont alignments.  Please see Standard 

Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

O002-5 
The Authority and FRA agree that rail improvements in the Bay Area 
to Central Valley will clearly require a number of funding sources 
beyond the Authority bond funds. 

O002-6 
The Authority looks forward to working with MTC and other regional 
rail stakeholders in the development of a regional rail system to 
serve critical travel markets and complement provision of HST 
services in the region and throughout the state.  
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Comment Letter O003 (Traci Verardo-Torres, California State Parks Foundation, September 19, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O003 (Traci Verardo-Torres, California State Parks Foundation, September 19, 2007) 

O003-1 
In response to public requests such as this, the public comment 
period was extended from September 28 to October 26, 2007.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate the California State Parks Foundation 
sense of responsibility and obligation to participate in this 
environmental review process.  

Please note that this Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS is 
not a project-level EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA anticipate 
preparation of a project-level EIR/EIS and preliminary engineering 
for the Preferred Alternative on completion of the program-level 
review. 

The Authority and FRA agree that HST system choices will have 
lasting effects on the shape of California’s transportation system and 
land planning practices into the future and understand the critical 
nature of the HST route selection. 
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Comment Letter O004 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, September 12, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O004 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, September 12, 2007) 

O004-1 
Please see Response to Comment O003-1. 

O004-2 
Please see Comment Letter L005 from the MTC.  In response to 
comments from the public, including from Train Riders Association of 
California (TRAC) and MTC, the comment period was extended to 
October 28, 2007.  This time extension allowed MTC to adopt the 
Regional Rail Plan in advance of the close of comments on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS. 

O004-3 
In response to public requests such as this, the public comment 
period was extended from September 28 to October 26, 2007.   
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Comment Letter O005 (M. Robert McLandress, California Waterfowl, October 29, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O005 (M. Robert McLandress, California Waterfowl, October 29, 2007) 

O005-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

See also Response to Comment Letters F002, F005, F008, S006, 
L029, and O011. 

O005-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

O005-3 
The FRA and Authority do not agree that the preferred Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative adjacent to Henry Miller Road will compromise 
the value of the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) to support 
wildlife.  Refer to Response to Comment S006-5 regarding issues 
associated with the GEA. 

O005-4 
See Response to Comment Letters F002, F005, F008, and S006. 

The preferred Pacheco Pass Network Alternative would include 
design features and mitigation strategies so as not to restrict 
movement of wildlife and the connections between these habitat 
areas.  As noted in Section 2.3.2, Design Practices, use of existing 
transportation corridors would be maximized to avoid or minimize 
impacts, such as barriers to wildlife movement.  Use of 
transportation corridors includes placing HST alignments either 
within or adjacent to existing transportation corridors.  In addition, 
HST tracks will be fully grade separated from all roadways, providing 
other opportunities for wildlife movement corridors.  The Authority 
and FRA are committed to working with the resource agencies in 
identifying locations along the HST alignments for wildlife movement 
and in incorporating design features in the HST system to assure 

continued wildlife movement.  Refer to Response to Comment S006-
7 regarding mitigation strategies for wildlife movement.   

Growth inducement is discussed in Chapter 5 and Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth.  The HST system has been designed 
to be primarily co-located with other transportation infrastructure 
and to be integrated with transit services.  Because the HST serves 
large metropolitan areas with few stations, it would tend to 
encourage growth in existing urban areas and help to combat 
sprawl.  Through interagency coordination, the FRA and Authority 
will continue to work with resource agencies to avoid or minimize 
impacts on environmentally sensitive areas and, where appropriate, 
mitigate significant impacts. 

The FRA and Authority have committed to feasible action to avoid 
direct impacts on the Los Banos Wildlife Area.  This includes 
investigating site-specific location and design alternatives for the 
Preferred Alternative and station location options, including 
avoidance and minimization alternatives, during the Tier 2, project-
level environmental review, if the Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative 
is approved and selected.  This would include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed 
alignment across the Pacheco Pass and along Henry Miller Road.  
See Section 3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire 
agricultural, conservation, and/or open space easements for 
potential impacts in and around the GEA.  See also Response to 
Comment F005-2. 

The Final Program EIR/EIS does not identify, and the Preferred 
Alternative does not include, a station in the Los Banos, Gustine, or 
Santa Nella area.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative does not 
include a site for a fleet storage/service and inspection/light 
maintenance facility along the Henry Miller alignment alternative in 
the vicinity of Los Banos.  In addition, the HST trackway would not 
lend itself to inducing growth in unpopulated areas such as along the 
Pacheco Pass alignment, especially along Henry Miller Road.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as 
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the Preferred Alternative and discussion of the Los Banos area in 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O005-5 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini.  Site-specific location and design alternatives for the 
selected alignments and station location options, including avoidance 
and minimization alternatives, will be fully investigated during the 
Tier 2, project-level environmental review.  This will include 
evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of the current 
proposed Henry Miller alignment (between the Central Valley and the 
Pacheco Pass), if the Preferred Alternative is selected at the 
conclusion of this environmental review process.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter O006 (David Schonbrunn, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund,  
October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter O006 – Continued 
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Response to Letter O006 (David Schonbrunn, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund,  
October 25, 2007 ) 

O006-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF), 
appreciate TRANSDEF’s support for the State’s HST system, and 
agree that the HST system can provide mitigation for climate change 
by reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  

O006-2 
The Authority and FRA agree that cost-effectiveness must be a 
major consideration for the overall HST system.  The Authority and 
FRA agree with MTC’s position that rail improvements are needed 
throughout the region to serve differing markets and diverse 
regional geographic areas.  The Pacheco Pass Network Alternative 
has been identified as the preferred alternative, and the Authority is 
working with the regional partners on a separate project to improve 
commuter service in the Altamont Corridor.  Please note that this 
approach would require less right-of-way for the Altamont Corridor 
improvements, reducing the impacts as compared to identifying this 
corridor for the proposed HST system.   

O006-3 
The Authority and FRA find the information regarding potential 
impacts, benefits, costs, ridership, and operations of the HST system 
to be fully consistent with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA and 
adequate to identify key differences among the alignments and 
station location options.  The Authority and FRA find the information 
provided is sufficient for the identification of a Preferred Alternative.  
Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2 and Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

Relative merits of the alignment and network alternatives are 
described in Chapter 7.  The network benefits and impacts are then 

compared in the Summary of the Program EIR/EIS.  Please also see 
Summary Table S.8-1. 

The Authority and FRA find that recirculation of the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS is not necessary.   

O006-4 
Please see Response to Comment O006-2.  By design, the HST 
alignments are proposed to be adjacent to or within existing 
transportation right-of-way to the extent feasible.  At times, 
however, the rights-of-way are not wide enough to accommodate 
the number of HST (and at times freight) tracks that are required in 
the corridor.  For example, four HST tracks would be required at 
station locations.  In some locations (e.g., along the Union Pacific 
Railroad [UPRR] Altamont Alignment), six tracks (four HST and two 
freight) would be required at the stations.  For these locations, 
additional right-of-way would be required or some of the tracks 
would need to be placed in tunnel or on an aerial structure. 

The land use and aesthetic impacts associated with this 
circumstance were recognized by representatives of cities along the 
Altamont Pass alignment (e.g., Fremont, and the Tri-Valley area – 
Livermore and Pleasanton), which expressed major concerns 
regarding the impacts of a HST through their jurisdictions.  As a 
result, Tri-Valley communities, represented by the Tri-Valley Policy 
Working Group and Technical Advisory Committee (i.e., the Tri-
Valley PAC―a partnership that includes the cities of Dublin, 
Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy along with 
transportation providers Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
[LAVTA], Altamont Commuter Express [ACE], and BART) supported a 
concept of improving commuter rail services in the Altamont Corridor 
in concert with a Pacheco Pass HST alternative. 

In addition, should the Altamont Pass alternative serve San 
Francisco, a new San Francisco Bay crossing would be required, with 
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associated impacts on the San Francisco Bay and to the Don 
Edwards Wildlife Refuge.  By comparison, for the Pacheco Pass 
alternative, the HST system can share tracks and right-of-way along 
the Caltrain Corridor and can be placed immediately adjacent to 
Henry Miller Road in the Central Valley. 

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative and Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth inducement.  

The Pacheco Pass alternative would not induce additional “sprawl” 
development in Santa Clara, Merced, or San Benito Counties because 
the HST system would not provide substantially faster door-to-door 
travel times than auto travel between these counties and 
employment centers in the Bay Area.  Please see Response to 
Comment F005-4 for further explanation.  Please also see Standard 
Response 4 (subsection “HST’s Influence on Station Areas and Local 
Jurisdiction’s Growth”) for information on the Authority’s interests 
and efforts in influencing station-area development patterns and 
limiting sprawl development. 

O006-5 

See Response to Comment O007-46. 

The base operating plan for the Altamont Pass alternative, which 
includes a service split in the East Bay, is reasonable.  The 
operational planning assumptions used as inputs for the ridership 
and revenue forecasts were based on well-established HST 
operational practices. 

As acknowledged in the Program EIR/EIS, some HST systems 
physically separate trainsets (“splitting and joining trains”) at some 
point on the route. However, the percentage of HST trains actually 
using this practice worldwide is very small. In France, about 10% of 
the TGV trainsets are physically split, whereas in Japan the 
percentage is even smaller. HST trainsets generally are not split 
during peak hours or at peak traffic points. For example, the TGV 
trainsets that split in southwest France have already served the 
major Paris-Bordeaux market and do not add time to the passengers 

on this critical city-pair. The Paris-Bordeaux passengers in the other 
direction also do not lose time waiting for the trains to be combined 
into one because they board after consolidation. The mini-
Shinkansen that splits to Yamagata does so after the major stations 
at Fukushima and Sendai. The Thalys HST does not split until after 
Brussels passengers get off. The HST splits are generally done in 
places where the traffic demands are low—not on the main trunk 
line between the major markets. 

The HST ridership and revenue forecasts done by MTC in partnership 
with the Authority concluded that both the Pacheco Pass and 
Altamont Pass network alternatives have high ridership and revenue 
potential.  While additional forecasts with different assumptions may 
result in somewhat different results, the bottom-line conclusion is 
expected to remain the same and therefore ridership is not a major 
factor in differentiating between the Altamont and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives. 

O006-6 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth.  The Authority does not agree with your assessment. 

The Authority and FRA respectfully disagree with the assertions that 
the growth-inducement analysis is not credible and that highway 
congestion “will prevent any kind of substantial expansion of 
commuting into the Bay Area.”  The 2030 employment and 
population projections shown in Tables 5.3-1, 5.3-2, and 5.3-5 for 
the No Project Alternative in the Program EIR/EIS illustrate that 
Central Valley counties will experience higher population growth 
rates than employment growth rates, as well as higher population 
growth rates than Bay Area counties.  Both results, which are based 
on official forecasts from the Department of Finance and regional 
planning agencies, strongly support a conclusion that commuting 
from the Central Valley into the Bay Area will continue into the 
future in the absence of HST. 

It is true that people are willing to commute long distances via car 
and that population and employment forecasts show people 
continuing to expand their commute and to populate the Central 
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Valley.  However, neither the employment nor population trends 
would be substantially affected by the introduction of HST because 
HST does not provide faster door-to-door travel times than auto in 
most short to medium distance travel markets between the Central 
Valley and Bay Area.   

Furthermore, part of this time/cost factor for potential commuting 
via HST involves travel between the HST station and the actual 
employment location.  The HST system will have a very limited 
number of stations in the Bay Area, requiring that users transfer to 
another transit mode or private shuttle to access a destination that is 
beyond walking distance from an HST station.  For many Bay Area 
commute trips, a local transit option is not available.  An analysis 
prepared for the Interstate 580 (I-580) BART to Livermore Study1  
showed that only 30% of job destinations for Central Valley to Bay 
Area commuters would be accessible via BART and local transit (with 
only 4% within walking distance of a BART station).  Lacking access 
to a transit egress mode, many prospective commuters on HST 
would need to drive or take taxi to their final destination, adding to 
the cost associated with the trip.   

Even assuming transit is available, the cost of the HST would be 
significantly greater than the cost of driving for short- to medium-
distance trips, making it unlikely to be preferred by commuters.  For 
example the full cost of taking HST from Merced to Mountain View 
(HST fare, access, egress and station parking) is more than $40 one 
way, as compared to about $25 one-way for an automobile trip.  
HST would provide neither a time nor cost advantage compared to 
auto travel for commute trips between the Central Valley and Bay 
Area.  Given that the HST connection between the Central Valley and 
Bay Area would be designed to serve primarily intercity travel, rather 
than regional commuters, it is quite logical that population, 
employment, and commute travel patterns would not substantially 
change with the introduction of HST. 

                                                 
1  I-580 Bart to Livermore Study – Final Report; Cambridge Systematics, 
Inc.; July 2002; pages 6–8. 

O006-7 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth and Chapter 5 
(Economic Growth and Impacts).  Please also see Chapter 6 (Station 
Area Development), which includes the Authority’s adopted policies 
requiring transit-oriented development (TOD) at HST stations and 
station area plans in the Central Valley.   

The “tremendous increase in population and jobs” noted by the 
commenter are a feature of the No Project Alternative and also serve 
as the foundation of the HST alternatives.  This increase is not due 
to the HST alternatives, and therefore does not require mitigation.   

Results presented in Section 5 of the Program EIR/EIS do not 
identify any significant impacts from the indirect effects of growth 
inducement at the program level of analysis. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to analyze or adopt specific mitigation strategies for 
indirect effects of growth inducement in the Final Program EIR/EIS.   

Please also see Standard Response 4 (subsection “HST’s Influence 
on Station Areas and Local Jurisdiction’s Growth”) for further 
information on the Authority’s efforts in influencing station area 
development patterns.  Furthermore, the Authority has identified 
downtown areas within the Central Valley as the preferred locations 
for HST stations (see Chapter 6 and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.4 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS and Chapter 6A of the California High-Speed 
Train Final Program EIR/EIS, 2005), which is consistent with the 
overall desire to avoid or minimize impacts. 

The additional mitigation measures suggested by the comment for 
evaluation by the Authority are outside the scope of this Program 
EIR/EIS and beyond the purview of the Authority and FRA to 
accomplish (e.g., redirecting state highway funding, seeking 
redirection of transportation funds approved by ballot initiation, 
preparing local land use plans, seeking local development fees, and 
raising the state gas tax). 
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O006-8 
Please see Responses to Comments Letter O007.  The Authority and 
FRA are pursuing a transportation solution that would truly benefit 
the people of the State of California.  The Authority and FRA 
appreciate the comments provided by TRANSDEF on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter O007 (Stuart M. Flashman, October 25, 2007) 
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Comment Letter O007 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O007 (Stuart M. Flashman, October 25, 2007) 

O007-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from 
Stuart M. Flashman and the groups that Mr. Flashman is 
representing in his letter, including Bay Rail Alliance, California Rail 
Foundation, California State Parks Foundation, Defenders of Wildlife, 
Grassland Water District, Planning & Conservation League, Regional 
Alliance for Transit, Sierra Club, Train Riders Association of 
California, and TRANSDEF. 

O007-2 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the contention that the 
Draft Program EIS/EIS fails to comply with CEQA and NEPA.  Please 
see responses to comments below.  The Authority and FRA 
acknowledge receipt of comments on the prior statewide draft 
Program EIR/EIS from the groups identified in Mr. Flashman’s letter.  
Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.   

O007-3 
Please see Response to Comment O007-2.  The Authority and FRA 
have fully analyzed multiple alignment and network alternatives and 
station location options, consistent with the Authority Board directive 
to perform such an analysis.  The comprehensive evaluation is 
presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The Altamont Pass alternative is not identified in this document as 
the Preferred Alternative for the reasons provided in Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Concerns regarding assumptions made 
in the choice of alternatives and the methods used in the analysis 
are discussed below.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Responses to your previous comments were included in the final 
program EIR/EIS that was certified in November 2005. 

O007-4 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with the contention that the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS was released in haste.  Rather, the document 
was developed in a deliberative and comprehensive manner and was 
released once it was completed.  Information was not omitted.  
Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.   

The Authority and FRA do not agree that the rail ridership and 
impact analyses presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are deficient.  
Revision to the Draft Program EIR/EIS with a recirculation is not 
necessary.  Please see response to comments below, especially 
Response to Comment O007-46. 

O007-5 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Each of the 
alleged defects and omissions of the Draft Program EIR/EIS are 
responded to below.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS appropriately 
describes the HST project alignment, station, and network 
alternatives in Chapters 2 and 7 and the plans/profiles and station 
concepts are provided in the appendices. 

O007-6 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  The Summary 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS presents a concise summary of the 
HST purpose and need, project alternatives, and associated impacts 
and compares the major differences of the alternatives. 

O007-7 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Response to Comment S009-17 and also see Standard Responses 1 
and 2. 
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O007-8 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Ridership 
forecasts for the Pacheco Pass (with termini in San Jose and San 
Francisco) and the Altamont Pass (with termini in San Jose and San 
Francisco) have been used as the representative demand for 
defining the intercity travel need for the HST alignment alternatives 
in this Program EIR/EIS. 

The projected HST travel times account for alignment, train 
performance characteristics, acceleration and deceleration 
capabilities, and passenger comfort criteria.  HST system operators 
and manufacturers of HST equipment were consulted in the 
development of the travel times and design criteria for the proposed 
HST system. 

Ridership for the HST system is now estimated to be between 88 
million and 117 million passengers for 2030, with a potential for 
further ridership growth beyond 2030.  These new ridership 
forecasts are higher than those analyzed in the previous program 
EIR/EIS for the HST system; however, this analysis is consistent with 
that provided in the previous document because the infrastructure 
and facility footprints analyzed in that document would 
accommodate the new ridership forecasts. The purpose of and need 
for this project is to meet a part of California’s future intercity travel 
demand in 2030 and beyond.  Although the HST system would have 
the capacity to carry many more passengers than indicated in the 
high-ridership forecast, by using longer trains, double-decker cars, or 
more frequent service (e.g., the Shinkansen system in Japan carries 
more than 300 million passengers annually), it is reasonable to 
assess the HST alternatives using forecast ridership rather than 
theoretical capacity.   

O007-9 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Response to Comment O007-46. 

HST ridership (including commuters and non-commuters) in the 
corridor between Sacramento, the San Joaquin Valley and the San 

Francisco Bay Area was fully analyzed and considered in the Program 
EIR/EIS, contrary to the assertion in the comment.  The HST 
ridership and revenue model is the most complete, accurate, and up-
to-date tool for forecasting travel demand across California.  It was 
specifically designed, developed, and calibrated to assess travel 
demand between regions of the state, such as the corridor between 
Sacramento, the San Joaquin Valley, and the San Francisco Bay 
Area.  The forecasting process and results have been completely 
documented in a series of technical reports that are posted on the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/. 

These reports have been available at this location throughout the 
public comment period for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

O007-10 
The FRA and Authority disagree with this statement.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS evaluates an appropriate range of alternatives.  
Please see responses to comments below. 

O007-11 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the analysis and the supporting 
information in the Draft Program EIR/EIS are inadequate.  Please 
see responses to comments below. 

O007-12 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
responses to comments below. 

O007-13 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

O007-14 
Please see Response to Comment L029-70, which notes that the 
environmentally superior alternative is identified in Chapter 8 and 
the Summary of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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O007-15 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Standard Response 4 regarding growth and Chapter 5.   

Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Program EIR/EIS fully 
analyzes, describes, and compares the growth-inducing effects and 
secondary impacts of all alternatives, including No Project, Altamont 
Pass, and Pacheco Pass.  This analysis included all network, 
alignment, and station location options for the Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass alternatives.  Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the technical 
report on economic growth effects2  provide a detailed review of 
growth-inducing differences between the alternatives, and these 
differences are fully disclosed in summary fashion in Section 5.3.   

The impact assessment methodology used for economic growth and 
related impacts followed a multi-tiered analytic process.  The 
methodology first used the Authority’s intercity travel demand model 
to estimate benefits (e.g., reduced travel time and/or cost) of each 
system alternative for air, highway, or conventional rail systems.  In 
this analysis, the quantification of travel time, cost, accessibility, and 
societal (pollution or accident reduction) benefits reflects the mobility 
enhancement provided by each system and allows the HST ridership 
and revenue model to estimate user, nonuser, and accessibility 
benefits from the introduction of HST.   

The second step used a regional econometric model (TREDIS-
REDYN) to forecast population and industry-specific employment 
growth due to the introduction of an HST system.  The 
Transportation and Economic Development Impact System (TREDIS) 
is an integrated modeling framework that combines a business 
attraction model and an economic model for the California economy 
and subregions.  The economic model combines input-output, 
cost/response, and trend-forecasting elements to assess direct 
economic impacts and their potential to create additional multiplier 
effects on the regional and statewide economies of California.   

                                                 
2  Economic Growth Effects Analysis for the Bay Area to Central Valley 
Program-Level Environmental Impact Report and Tier 1 Environmental 
Impact Statement – Final Report; Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; July 2007.   

Third, output from TREDIS was input into a spatial allocation model, 
the California Urbanization and Biodiversity Analysis (CURBA) model.  
CURBA is a spatial-decision support system developed within the 
ESRI ArcGIS software package by the University of California at 
Berkeley’s Institute of Urban and Regional Development.  CURBA 
takes employment and population growth information and uses a 
number of historically calibrated spatial statistical models to assign 
residential growth to various locations in and around California’s 
urban areas. By spatially allocating population and employment 
throughout each county, infill potential and magnitude of currently 
undeveloped land needed to accommodate growth for each 
alternative was determined.  This assessment of likely urbanization 
patterns was driven by three key pieces of information:  local land 
use, zoning, and employment date; national and international 
experience with station area development trends related to HST and 
fixed guideway transit; and county-level industry employment and 
population estimates.     

This analytic framework for approaching the evaluation of economic 
and related impacts is accepted and well documented in professional 
literature3.  Within this body of literature, there is also recognition 
that the application of regional econometric and spatial allocation 
models for project economic impact evaluation is currently serving as 
a best practice for estimating the indirect effects of transportation 
projects.  Both TREDIS and CURBA have been independently 
validated to current conditions, have been used for other projects in 
the state, and are regarded as state-of-the-practice forecasting tools 
for California. 

                                                 
3 See, for example:  Avin, Uri, R. Cervero, T. Moore, and C. Dorney; 
Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of Transportation Projects, NCHRP 
25-25, Task 22, National Cooperative Highway Research Program, 
Transportation Research Board, 2007; and The Louis Berger Group, Inc; 
Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed 
Transportation Projects, Transportation Research Board – NCHRP Report 
466, 2002; and Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.; Land Use 
Impacts of Transportation:  A Guidebook, National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program, Transportation Research Board, 1998. 
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O007-16 
Please see Response to Comment L029-70, which notes that the 
environmentally superior alternative is identified in Chapter 8 and 
the Summary of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O007-17 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  See Standard 
Response 1.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS provided for public review 
and comment on the analysis of the environmental consequences of 
the alignment and network alternatives and station location options.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
would meet the purpose and need of the project and avoid and 
reduce environmental damage, as described in Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8. 

O007-18 
The Authority and FRA do not agree with Mr. Flashman’s suggestion 
that the findings would force selection of the Altamont alignment.  
The underlying reasons for identifying the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative are presented in Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS, which explains that identification of the Preferred 
Alternative is based on a review of the purpose of and need for the 
HST system and the environmental effects of the various 
alternatives.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

O007-19 
See Response to Comment L019-9. 

As noted in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS, the Preferred 
Pacheco Pass Alternative is no less integrated and efficient than the 
Altamont Alternative.  For example, it would not require splitting 
train service or reducing the frequency of trains to serve the largest 
population centers in the Bay Area, namely San Jose and San 
Francisco.  It would allow for an integrated HST and commuter 
service along the Caltrain Corridor and provide service to the 
growing areas in the Salinas and Monterey Bay area. 

Travel times between northern and southern California for Altamont 
Pass and Pacheco Pass are roughly equivalent, and travel times 
between the northern San Joaquin Valley and San Francisco are less 
for the Altamont Pass alternative.  These factors are clearly noted in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and in the discussion of the Preferred 
Alternative provided in Chapter 8.  Chapter 8 notes that there are a 
number of important trade-offs among the alignment alternatives 
and station location options, all of which were considered in the 
course of identifying a Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

O007-20 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  The ridership 
evaluation was performed with the best information and tools 
available and at an appropriate level of detail for the decisions to be 
made on this document.  The ridership analysis concluded that both 
the Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives would have substantial 
and generally equivalent ridership.  Please see Response to 
Comment L035-2 for a discussion of access differences to HST as 
well as factors that underlie differences in ridership and revenue-
generation potential between Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives. 

O007-21 
The reductions in highway vehicle miles traveled (VMT)—congestion 
relief—on the specific freeway/highway segments varies, depending 
on the alignment. Please see Table 3.1-2.  As shown, both the 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives result in congestion relief 
across the region, with peak period trip diversions ranging 0.6 to 
20.2% for various roadway sections.  Where a freeway segment is in 
the vicinity of a proposed HST station, there can be an increase in 
traffic of about 0.5% due to additional trips going to and from the 
station.  Please also note that the diversions are apparent for 
virtually all roadway/highway segments, regardless of the alignment, 
with relatively larger diversions apparent on roadways parallel to an 
alignment.  Thus, both the Pacheco and Altamont Pass alternatives 
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do meet this portion of the project purpose and need, but the 
differences among the alternatives were not substantial.  Each 
provided this benefit, but the Pacheco Pass alternative was slightly 
higher. 

As a result, the identification of the Preferred Alternative did not 
isolate this one project purpose but rather took into account the full 
range of HST purposes and needs and the key differences among 
the alternatives.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

O007-22 
Removing impediments to San Francisco Bay tidal flows and currents 
and wildlife connectivity would require removal of the existing 
Dumbarton rail corridor across the Bay and replacing it with a 
crossing that would work for both HST and the Caltrain Electrical 
Mechanical Unit (EMU) technology and number of tracks being 
proposed as part of the Dumbarton Rail project. 

As noted in Chapter 2, the approval of Regional Measure 2 (RM2) in 
March 2004 included funding to reconstruct the out-of-service 
Dumbarton Rail line between southern Alameda County and the San 
Francisco Peninsula.  The reconstructed rail bridge across the Bay 
would be the key component in the establishment of the commuter 
rail service between the Union City BART station and the Caltrain line 
on the peninsula. Rail equipment comparable to current Caltrain 
rolling stock is expected to be employed.  The reconstructed 
Dumbarton segment includes embankment, trestle structure, and 
two swing bridges; most of the segment is single track with limited 
passing sidings.  The project is currently being considered for phased 
implementation due to funding constraints and the inability to reach 
a track-sharing agreement with the UPRR.  On March 26th, 2008, a 
presentation was given to the Dumbarton Policy Advisory Committee 
on the status of the Dumbarton and Newark Bridges.  While the 
conclusions are not final regarding the structural condition of the 
bridges, the structures are very deteriorated and realistically not 
capable of supporting a HST system. 

The Dumbarton Rail project might be able to be completed prior to 
implementation of the HST system, but it would conflict with the 
proposed HST system.  The HST system planned for 2030 includes 
at least two tracks for all of the system and does not include a single 
track as planned for the Dumbarton Bridge, which would not 
accommodate HST service.  The HST system would also conflict with 
the Caltrain JPB EMU option.  A retrofitted Dumbarton rail crossing 
does not meet the criteria of the HST system of full grade 
separation, speed, reliability and safety criteria due to the use of 
swing bridges.  If high-density regional rail service is developed in 
the future along this route, a double track bridge across the bay 
would be necessary and would likely result in significant impacts on 
San Francisco Bay, Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge (Refuge), aquatic resources, and sensitive plant and wildlife 
species.  This would also hold true for adding HST service across the 
Bay.    

The HST alignments that cross the Bay along the Dumbarton 
corridor would have a significant impact on the bay and its aquatic 
resources, including wetlands and sensitive plant and wildlife species 
in addition to the Refuge.  Much of the area surrounding the bay is 
already protected and there are challenges for developing substantial 
mitigation strategies.  The preferred Pacheco Pass network 
alternative identified by the Authority would not require a bay 
crossing, would not affect any established Refuge, and would result 
in fewer impacts on wetlands and aquatic resources than the 
Altamont Pass network alternatives.  The Pacheco Pass network 
alternative, although it would pass through the area identified as the 
GEA, would have less impact than would crossing the Bay and the 
Refuge.  The magnitude of impacts on biological resources of the 
Bay crossing would be greater than the impacts along the Pacheco 
alignment.  In the area along Henry Miller Road and through the 
Diablo Range, the Authority would work with stakeholders in 
developing mitigation that would benefit the GEA and surrounding 
area.  In addition, engineering design refinements would be 
undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts.  This 
will include evaluating design alternatives to the north and south of 
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the current proposed Henry Miller alignment (between the Central 
Valley and the Pacheco Pass). 

The potential to induce growth within the GEA or the Los Banos area 
would be limited because no station or maintenance facility would be 
located in this area.  The closest proposed stations are located in 
Merced and Gilroy.  Growth-inducing impacts are discussed in 
Chapter 5. 

As noted above, the HST system would not be compatible with the 
Dumbarton Rail service technology and would require more tracks.  
A tunnel or high bridge across the Bay to replace the current 
Dumbarton rail bridge would require a larger tunnel or bridge and 
have larger potential impacts on the Bay and the Don Edwards 
Refuge and result in higher costs.  A tunnel would not necessarily 
remove all impacts on the bay or refuge.   

The Authority received comments signed by five members of 
Congress and four members of the California Legislature stating that 
any alternative requiring construction through the refuge with 
additional impacts on the Bay and Palo Alto shore of the Bay should 
be rejected.  The City of Fremont opposes the Dumbarton 
alternatives because of the potential impacts on Fremont 
neighborhoods.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative and 
Chapter 8 for more detail. 

O007-23 
The Authority and FRA do not concur and find the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS to be adequate.  The Authority and FRA find that 
recirculation of the draft document is not warranted. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from Mr. 
White and Ms. Watt and their resumes.  Please see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

O007-24 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5.  The Authority and FRA 
believe that the Draft Program EIR/EIS does adequately analyze, to 

the extent currently feasible, all potential impacts that may arise 
from the alternatives described in Chapter 2.  Extensive data and 
information were collected and analyzed and are presented in a 
comprehensive and systematic manner for numerous subject areas 
for all of the Bay Area to Central Valley alignment alternatives and 
station location options. 

Chapter 3 lists mitigation strategies for each type of impact.  Please 
see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.   

O007-25 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS describes impacts as potentially 
significant or insignificant.  It is common practice to use information 
from planning and transportation funding documents to describe a 
foreseeable future condition, and this is the approach taken in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The assumptions are therefore supported by 
state, regional, and local planning and transportation funding plans.  

This Program EIR/EIS appropriately evaluates the environmental 
effects of the proposed HST system at the earliest possible stage 
and identifies potentially significant impacts and mitigation strategies 
to address such impacts.   

The Draft Program EIR/EIS presents the impacts for all alignment 
alternatives and station location options.  A comparison is then made 
of the impacts and benefits of all alignment alternatives and 21 
representative network alternatives—not two alternatives – in 
Chapter 7.  The 21 network alternatives are also compared in the 
Summary.  The network alternatives are not described as “preferred” 
but rather as “representative.”  Please also see Standard Responses 
1 and 2. 

O007-26 
Alignment maps in the appendices are overlain on aerial 
photography, and the proposed alignment profile is provided 
(surface, aerial, trench, tunnel) for purposes of performing the 
environmental analysis.  The scale is sufficient to generally identify 
adjoining land uses, and Section 3.16 identifies the parklands and 
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other 4(f) and 6(f) resources that are within specified distances 
(e.g., 1–150 feet) from the alignments.  This represents a 
conservative approach for identifying potential impacts on resources 
in the defined study areas.  More detailed analysis of impacts will be 
provided in Tier 2 project-level environmental documents when more 
detail will be available for system engineering, system  design 
features, the location of facility footprints, and variations in the 
selected alignment.  Please also see Response L029-57 regarding the 
Section 4(f) process.  

O007-27 
See Response to Comment O007-46. 

O007-28 
Significance levels in this Program EIR/EIS have been determined 
based on similar projects in similar settings, which is appropriate for 
this analysis.  These determinations are not speculative but rather 
are based on appropriate evaluation techniques for a program-level 
EIR/EIS.  See also response to comment O007-25. 

O007-29 
 The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Extensive data 
and information were collected and analyzed and potential 
environmental consequences are presented in a comprehensive and 
systematic manner throughout the Draft Program EIR/EIS for 
numerous subject areas for all of the Bay Area to Central Valley 
alignment alternatives and station location options. 

During the EIR certification process, a mitigation monitoring plan will 
be adopted as part of the project approval.  Please see Standard 
Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  Please also see 
Response to Comment O007-28 regarding determinations of 
significance.   

O007-30 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5.  Intersection, physical, 
and operational street improvements, and parking facility locations 

and sizes are standard mitigation for traffic and parking impacts 
associated with rail transit stations.  The parking analysis in Section 
3.1.3 does describe, based on the current conceptual facility 
planning, the number and general location of necessary additional 
parking spaces for each HST station.  Detail is given by the station 
fact sheets in Appendix 2F.  Note that these demand numbers are 
based on a probable worst-case parking demand.  The station traffic 
impact analyses were also based on link analyses of specific streets 
under a probable worst-case HST traffic demand. These results are 
summarized by the screenline results reported in Table 3.1-3, 
Impacts to Traffic, Transit, and Parking from HST Station Location 
Options, and the individual streets examined are illustrated by the 
screenline diagrams in Appendix 3.1-A, Station Location Street Maps.  

Specific intersection, physical, and operational street improvements 
and other specific mitigations cannot be defined until the project-
level environmental review and preliminary engineering phase of a 
project.  

O007-31 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5.   

O007-32 
See Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  The 
construction costs for the network alternatives included mitigation 
costs as well as contingency costs.  Costs are discussed in Chapter 4.  
Future project-level Tier 2 environmental documents will further 
refine these costs when specific details are known. 

Broad mitigation strategies were identified at the program level for 
potential significant impacts.  Analyzing secondary impacts requires a 
level of specificity that will be available as the design progresses and 
will be analyzed as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analysis.   

Chapter 9 discusses unavoidable adverse environmental impacts and 
identifies significance before and after mitigation is applied.  Section 
3.17 discusses cumulative impacts and significance.  Mitigation 
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strategies throughout the document would be applied to cumulative 
impacts.   

O007-33 
The Authority and FRA do not agree that the identification and 
analysis of potentially significant effects and the provision of 
mitigation strategies and measures in the Draft Program EIR/EIS are 
inadequate.  As evidenced by the numerous comments on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS, agencies, organizations, elected officials, and 
citizens have established strong positions regarding the best 
alignment using information contained in the document, citing 
effects and benefits shown in the draft document. 

The Authority will make a determination regarding project approval, 
and the adequacy of this Final Program EIR/EIS to take such action, 
following release of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and 
FRA find that recirculation of the Draft Program EIR/EIS is not 
necessary.  See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5. 

O007-34 
The Authority and FRA agree that the environmental document 
should be well organized, clear, readable, and useful and 
understandable to differing audiences, and worked to ensure that 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS met these objectives. 

As noted in the letter, the HST Program is one of the largest 
infrastructure projects ever contemplated for California.  Thus, a 
broad range of alternatives are evaluated in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS.  A clear and concise set of network alternatives were 
therefore reviewed and evaluated in Chapter 7 and in the Summary.  
The network alternatives are made up of various combinations of 
alignments, providing services to differing terminal stations. 

The environmental consequences and transportation characteristics 
of each of the alignment alternatives and 21 network alternatives are 
comprehensively presented in Chapter 7 and are summarized in a 
clear and consistent format in the Summary.  Major differences 
among these alternatives are discussed, and the reader can 

objectively compare key aspects, including environmental effects, of 
each of the 21 network alternatives (Table S.8-1). 

The Authority and FRA reviewed a reasonable range of alternatives 
for the Bay Area to Central Valley study area, consistent with the 
Authority Board directive and the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  
The Authority and FRA disagree with the letter’s contention that 
there are an “excessive” number of alternatives in the document.  
Please note that, by design, each of the network alternatives 
discussed in the Summary constitute a complete alignment linking 
the Bay Area to the Central Valley for the HST system.  They are not 
subalignments but rather full HST networks serving different termini, 
thus allowing for a clear choice among these alternatives.  
Understandable maps for each network alternative are provided in 
Chapter 7 and referenced in Table S.8-1 of the Summary, providing 
the reader with a clear indication of the stations and alignments 
included in each network alternative.  Rather than obfuscate, the 
Table S.8-1 and the corresponding discussion provide concise, 
objective, and uniform comparison of the key differences among a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  

O007-35 
The environmental impacts listed on the second page of Table S.8-1 
are clear, complete, and accurate.  As shown, this table includes 
information on farmland, prime farmland, floodplains, streams, water 
bodies, wetlands, nonwetland water, special-status plants, special-
status wildlife, cultural resources, fault crossings, and 4(f) and 6(f) 
properties.  As noted in the Summary, these alignment impacts were 
arrayed in the table given that there were clear differences for these 
effects.  While not shown on the maps, the number of 4(f) and 6(f) 
properties within 150 feet of the alignment is enumerated in Table 
S.8-1. 

O007-36 
This paragraph is referring to the complex choice to be made to 
identify a Preferred Alternative—not to the adequacy of the 
information.  See Standard Responses 1 and 3 regarding 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Organizations 
 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-59

 

programmatic decision and identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

O007-37 
This combined program-level environmental document complies with 
NEPA requirements for the preparation of an EIS and with CEQA 
requirements for an EIR.  Use of the term “significant” differs under 
these two laws.  While CEQA requires that a determination of 
significant impacts be stated in an EIR, NEPA does not require such 
a determination in an EIS.  Under NEPA, significance is used to 
determine whether an EIS or some other level of documentation is 
required, and once a decision to prepare an EIS is made, the EIS 
reports all impacts and proposes mitigation wherever it is feasible to 
do so.   

For this reason, CEQA significance determinations are focused in the 
sections entitled “Mitigation Strategies and CEQA significance 
Conclusions” for each section of Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Strategies,” and 
summarized in Chapter 9. 

As stated in Chapter 9,  

Only general statements of potential impacts can be made at this 
program level of review because detailed field studies were not 
conducted and the study areas used for some of the analysis was 
many times larger than the actual right-of-way (direct impact 
areas) for the network alternatives under consideration in most 
instances.  Potential impacts would need to be further studied and 
clarified in the next stage of project design and environmental 
review, when more specific information would be available on the 
right-of-way needed for proposed HST Network Alternatives 
alignments and station location options and on the specific 
properties potentially affected.  The objective at the project-specific 
stage of analysis would be to identify design options (plans and 
profiles) that would avoid these sensitive resources to the extent 
feasible. 

Similarly, mitigation strategies have been identified in this Program 
EIR/EIS for expected impact areas, and they will be refined and 
applied in future project-level documents. 

Given these factors, Chapter 7 does report environmental impacts 
prior to mitigation, which enables a meaningful comparison of the 
alignment and network alternatives and station location options. 

The identification of mitigation indicates expected impacts that may 
be significant under CEQA.  NEPA anticipates that mitigation will be 
provided for the impacts of a project where it is feasible to do so.  
For this reason, some mitigation measures described in this 
document and in this section would be appropriate under NEPA, 
although the impacts they address may not be considered significant 
under CEQA. 

O007-38 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  These reports 
were referenced and evaluated adequately and are discussed in 
Appendix 3.17-A and Chapter 2.   

O007-39 
The Authority has worked collaboratively with MTC, Caltrain, Capitol 
Corridor, BART, ACE, and many other transit, planning, and funding 
agencies and transit providers to understand, coordinate, and 
integrate HST alternatives with other rail planning efforts.  Authority 
staff were participants in the Regional Rail Plan, serving on the 
plan’s management committee along with MTC, BART, and 
SamTrans.  This participation provided the Authority with the 
opportunity to coordinate with the Regional Rail planning process 
and work directly with such major rail agencies in the region.  In 
fact, most of the HST alignment conceptual drawings were produced 
in collaboration with and as part of MTC’s Regional Rail Plan.  The 
conceptual plans developed as part of the Regional Rail Plan are 
provided in the appendices.  Additionally, the Program EIR/EIS 
scoping meetings were conducted collaboratively with the initial 
round of Regional Rail public meetings. 

The Authority reviewed these various planning documents and 
participated in the regional rail planning process, to determine how 
best to integrate an HST system into regional transit network.  But 
the Authority and FRA do not agree that a summary of these other 
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plans is a necessary or useful addition to the Program EIR/EIS 
Summary, particularly since these plans were developed to serve 
different purposes than the HST Bay Area to Central Valley 
alignment and environmental review.  Please also see Response to 
Comment O007-34. 

O007-40 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS does report reductions in regional and 
subregional automotive trips that currently congest the Bay Area 
highway system.  As noted in Response to Comment O007-21, 
vehicle mile reductions along the regional freeways and roadways 
are provided in Table 3.1-2.  The commenter’s suggestion that this is 
a deficiency is therefore not correct. 

The Authority and FRA are aware of the synergy between statewide, 
regional, and commuter rail services and the opportunity to locate 
local regional rail stations (with at least four tracks) along HST 
alignments.  Given the existing Caltrain Corridor, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS would take 
advantage of the opportunity to integrate these services, for 
instance.  Please also see Response to Comments O007-39 and 
O007-46. 

The ridership and revenue model used for the Program EIR/EIS 
explicitly includes and analyzes a variety of trips described by the 
commenter including, but not limited to,  trips between counties in 
the Central Valley, trips between the Central Valley and the Bay 
Area, and trips wholly within the Bay Area (including “regional” and 
“subregional” trips).  The Program EIR/EIS and supporting technical 
reports on HST ridership and revenue explicitly identify the potential 
for HST alternatives to serve both interregional and intraregional 
(i.e., regional and subregional) travel.  The ridership and revenue 
model also explicitly analyzes the interaction between the HST 
system and other regional and intercity rail services, such as Amtrak, 
BART, Caltrain, ACE, Muni.  The ridership and revenue model 
analyzes this interaction as both a synergistic system (e.g., regional 
rail services provide access to and egress from the HST system) and 

as modal competitors (e.g., HST and Caltrain serving the same 
markets along the peninsula). 

O007-41 
The proposed HST system is adequately described in Chapter 2 for 
this program level analysis.  Section 3.5, “Energy,” provides an 
analysis of the electricity demand and generation capacity outlook, 
as well as impacts associated with use of this energy.  Additionally, 
Section 3.18, “Construction Methods and Impacts,” describes 
construction methods and associated construction impacts.  See also 
Response to Comment O007-42. 

O007-42 
The full extent, including all components, segments, and future 
phases as currently known by the Authority and FRA, are disclosed in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 2.  The 
proposed Bay Area to Central Valley portion of the HST system has 
not been divided into smaller segments to avoid disclosure and 
analysis of the full environmental effects, and the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS includes related actions.   

O007-43 
Key features of each proposed alignment are provided in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.  The appendices provide plans and profiles for 
each alignment and concept drawings for each station location 
option.  Text, tables, and maps of the alignments are provided in 
Chapter 2.  The maps in Chapter 2 and the plan/profile drawings 
show what portions of the alignments are trench, tunnel, 
embankment, cut and fill, retained fill, or aerial.  A description of 
HST system operations is also provided in Chapter 2.  Construction 
methods are described in Section 3.18. 

O007-44 
It is not possible to convey all ridership results in the body of the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Key comparative ridership information that 
identifies substantive differences between network alternatives, 
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alignment alternatives, and station location options is fully disclosed 
in the Summary and Chapters 2 and 7.  Remaining ridership results 
and full documentation of the methodology used to obtain projected 
ridership have been completely documented in a series of technical 
reports that are posted on the Authority website at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports have 
been available at this location throughout the public comment period 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The ridership and revenue analysis correctly reflect the operational 
assumptions that were made for each network alternatives, 
alignment alternatives, and station location options. 

O007-45 
Please see Response to Comment L018-7 for information related to 
the source of projected HST ridership.  As noted in that response, 
about 98% of the HST system’s ridership would be made by other 
travel options if there were no HST.  The sources of HST ridership 
are nearly identical for Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives. 

O007-46 
Table 4.3-2 outlines the costs associated with the operation of the 
HST system.  Included in those costs is a marketing and reservation 
cost that would account for ridership development.  The Program 
EIR/EIS defines the proposed project (the HST system).  Please refer 
to the “Purpose and Need” (Chapter 1) and “Project Description” 
(Chapter 2).  The ridership forecasts include both interregional and 
intraregional passengers that would use the proposed HST system.  
The ridership and revenue forecasts include both inter-regional and 
intra-regional passengers that would use the proposed HST system; 
see Response to Comment O007-40 for further explanation. The 
Program EIR/EIS does not include the additional ridership or the 
cost of additional infrastructure (stations, tracks, or other 
infrastructure) in order to provide potential regionally operated 
commuter services that might share infrastructure with the HST 
system.  These potential services are not the responsibility of the 
Authority and not part of the HST system.  The MTC’s Regional Rail 

Plan is identified and described in Chapter 2 as a related project and 
is included as part of the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 3.17).  
The analysis and conclusions of the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan were 
considered in the identification of the Preferred Alternative (Chapter 
8).  The Authority believes the Preferred Alternative identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS is consistent with the findings of the Regional 
Rail Plan and the comments submitted by the MTC.   

Table 4.3-2 outlines the costs associated with the operation of the 
High-Speed Train system.  Included in those costs is a marketing 
and reservation cost that would account for ridership development.  
The Program EIR/EIS defines the proposed project (the HST 
system).  Please refer to the “Purpose and Need” (Chapter 1) and 
“Project Description” (Chapter 2) in the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
ridership and revenue forecasts include both inter-regional and intra-
regional passengers that would use the proposed HST system; see 
Response to Comment O007-40 for further explanation.O007-47 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a 
comprehensive description of the alignment alternatives and station 
location options under consideration, refers the reader to appropriate 
maps and drawings, and explains the identification of alternatives 
following the selection of the HST system, based on the statewide 
final program EIR/EIS certified in 2005, which considered modal 
alternatives.  Reference to applicable drawings is appropriate.   

Maps of the alternatives described in Table 2.5-1 are available in 
Chapter 7, and the identification of the preferred alignment is 
addressed in Chapter 8.   

O007-48 
The environmentally superior alternative is identified in Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Response to Comment Letter 
F007 discussing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 
concurrence that the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS is most likely to yield the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). 
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O007-49 
See Response to Comment LO007-22. 

O007-50 
The operational planning assumptions used as inputs for the 
ridership and revenue forecasts were based on well-established HST 
operational practices.   

As acknowledged in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, some HST systems 
physically separate trainsets (“splitting and joining trains”) at some 
point on the route.  However, the percentage of HST trains actually 
using this practice worldwide is very small.  In France, about 10% of 
the TGV trainsets are physically split, whereas in Japan the 
percentage is even smaller.  HST trainsets generally are not split 
during peak hours or at peak traffic points.  For example, the TGVs 
that split in southwest France have already served the major Paris-
Bordeaux market, and do not add time to the passengers on this 
critical city-pair.  The Paris-Bordeaux passengers in the other 
direction also do not lose time waiting for the trains to be combined 
into one, since they board after consolidation.  The mini-Shinkansen 
that splits to Yamagata does so after the major stations at 
Fukushima and Sendai.  The Thalys HST does not split until after 
Brussels passengers get off.  The HST splits are generally done in 
places where the traffic demands are low—not on the main trunk 
line between the major markets.     

The Program EIR/EIS notes that it is unlikely that the application of 
splitting and joining trains would benefit one alignment alternative 
over the other.  Practically, only one such train split could be 
accomplished for each scheduled train operation.  Limited and 
appropriate splitting of trainsets could be used for either the 
Altamont Pass or Pacheco Pass alternatives (at Fresno or Los 
Angeles for example).  As stated in the Staff Recommendations 
(Appendix 8-A), a key operational benefit of the Pacheco Pass is that 
it minimizes the number of HST network branches and splits. 

The HST ridership and revenue forecasts done by MTC in partnership 
with the Authority concluded that both the Pacheco Pass and 

Altamont Pass network alternatives have high ridership and revenue 
potential.  While additional forecasts with different assumptions may 
result in somewhat different results, the bottom-line conclusion is 
expected to remain the same, and therefore ridership is not a major 
factor in differentiating between the Altamont Pass and Pacheco 
Pass alternatives. 

O007-51 
The ranking of markets noted by the commenter is based on total 
trips irrespective of travel mode. The commenter correctly notes that 
trips to, from, and within the Central Valley represent a large portion 
of the raw market potential for interregional travel in California.  
However, raw potential market size is but one issue to consider; 
market capture potential is a more critical issue, with this potential 
dependent on relative competitiveness of travel options. 

HST is most competitive in intermediate to long-distance California 
markets where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups; 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail mode; and 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode.   

 
For example, more than one-third of the trips between the Los 
Angeles Basin and Bay Area choose HST because it takes 
approximately the same door-to-door time as air but costs about half 
as much.  For trips between the Bay Area and Central Valley, HST is 
most competitive for trips that begin or end in the southern Central 
Valley between Fresno and Bakersfield; in this submarket, HST has a 
33% mode share for Pacheco and 27% for Altamont.  The 
submarket between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley is 
dominated by the auto mode (about 95% mode share), which is 
about an hour (or less) slower than HST but costs about half as 
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much; the HST mode share for this market is 4% for the Altamont 
scenario and 2% for Pacheco.  HST is also not as competitive as 
auto for travel within the Central Valley, with HST capturing 4% of 
the market for the Altamont scenario and 3% for Pacheco. 

On a statewide basis, Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass provide 
similar service levels for trips to, from, and within the Central Valley.  
The only substantial service-level difference between Altamont and 
Pacheco is between the Bay Area and Central Valley areas north of 
Merced; Altamont provides faster travel times in this submarket 
compared to Pacheco.  About two-thirds of all trips between the Bay 
Area and Central Valley begin or end in the area between Merced 
and the greater Sacramento region.  Even with this large raw market 
potential, HST is not able to capture a substantial share of the 
submarket between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley for 
either Altamont or Pacheco due to the competitive advantage 
enjoyed by auto travel. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, ridership between southern 
California and the Bay Area is not similar for the Altamont Pass and 
Pacheco Pass alternatives— nor should it be.  Ridership differences 
arise due to differences in travel time, travel cost, and service 
frequency between individual station pairs for Altamont and 
Pacheco, as well as HST’s competitive position relative to auto and 
air travel in certain markets.  Most notably, the Altamont Pass base 
alternative includes an HST service split in the East Bay, which 
greatly reduces HST frequency (compared to Pacheco Pass) to San 
Jose and San Francisco under the base network alternative.  The 
ridership and revenue forecasts assumed about 50 trains per day per 
direction between Los Angeles and San Francisco/San Jose in the 
Pacheco Pass base alternative.  Due to the HST service split, the 
Altamont Pass base alternative has 33 trains per day from Los 
Angeles to San Francisco and 17 trains per day from Los Angeles to 
San Jose (for the same total of 50 between Los Angeles and the Bay 
Area).  This allocation of trains to the two destinations means that 
everyone traveling to these destinations has lower frequency of 
trains in the base Altamont network alternative (San Francisco and 
San Jose) compared to the base Pacheco network alternative (San 

Francisco and San Jose).  This lower frequency contributes to about 
6 million fewer annual systemwide passengers in the Altamont Pass 
base alternative compared to the Pacheco Pass base alternative.  
The ridership and revenue forecasts accurately represent the effect 
of this operating assumption. 

Although Altamont has the potential to achieve higher ridership 
between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley (Merced 
northward), Pacheco achieves higher ridership between the Bay Area 
and areas from Fresno southward (including Los Angeles and San 
Diego regions).  Due to its proximity to the Central Coast region 
(through a potential Gilroy station), the Pacheco Pass alternative also 
creates a sizable HST market to/from the Monterey Bay area; this 
market is virtually untapped with the Altamont Pass alternative. 

The travel times noted in the commenter’s footnote (#16) are in-
vehicle times between stations.  HST’s time advantage over auto, 
and Altamont’s time advantage relative to Pacheco, are greatly 
reduced when comparisons are more accurately made on a door-to-
door basis.  HST’s overall competitive position relative to auto in the 
Sacramento to Bay Area market is further degraded by higher costs 
for HST relative to auto and by the fact that the entire Sacramento 
region is served by one HST station located in Downtown 
Sacramento.  Given these factors, HST’s mode share between 
Sacramento and the Bay Area is about 5.2% for Altamont and 3.6% 
for Pacheco. 

O007-52 
Please see Response to Comment O007-50. 

O007-53 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the comment.  The ridership 
and revenue forecasts and underlying methodology used for the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS are current, transparent and accurate.  No 
revisions are necessary.  Please see Response to Comment O007-44 
for availability of detailed, transparent information regarding the 
ridership and revenue model. 
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O007-54 
The core drivers of demand for interregional travel in California are 
the socioeconomic characteristics of Californians and the state’s 
economic and employment picture. The relevant sources of current 
year data and 2030 socioeconomic projections are: 

• Decennial Census data products, specifically the Census 
Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) and the Summary Tape 
File (STF) 1; 

• Local agency socioeconomic estimates and projections, such as 
those developed and updated by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, Southern California Association of Governments, 
San Diego Association of Governments, and Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments; and 

• State Department of Finance and Caltrans projections. 

To the extent that commercial sources and state employment data 
are used to develop the local agency socioeconomic estimates and 
projections, they were included, but these were not evaluated and 
incorporated separately for this study because there is a desire to 
remain consistent with current local agency forecasts. 

These growth projections were documented in the model validation 
report that has been posted on the Authority website (at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/) throughout the public 
comment period for the Draft Program EIR/S.  

Population and employment growth potentially induced by the HST 
service was not included in the socioeconomic forecasts used for the 
ridership and revenue forecasts.  A separate analysis of growth-
inducement potential was undertaken and fully documented in 
Section 5.  

O007-55 
For interregional trips, which make up about 75% of total HST trip 
making, the recreation/other ridership is relatively similar between 
Pacheco Pass (67% of interregional trips) and Altamont Pass (62% 
of interregional trips) alternatives.  The difference between Pacheco 

and Altamont is due primarily to Altamont’s ability to attract 
relatively more business and commute trips than Pacheco at stations 
between Merced and Sacramento.  Compared to Pacheco, Altamont 
draws 1.5 million more business/commute trips and 0.4 million fewer 
recreation/other trips.  Hence, the percentage differences between 
Pacheco and Altamont in this regard are due to Altamont’s ability to 
attract relatively more business/commute trips in the northern San 
Joaquin Valley, not to an inherent ability for Pacheco to attract 
proportionately more recreation/other trips. 

For intraregional trips, there are no substantive differences between 
Altamont and Pacheco in their ability to attract recreation/other trips 
in southern California.  Within the Bay Area, the Altamont base 
alternative is projected to attract about 330,000 more annual 
intraregional trips than the Pacheco base alternative.  This total, 
however, masks larger differences in the composition of the trips:  
Altamont attracts about 1.5 million more business/commute trips 
and 1.1 million fewer recreation/other trips than Pacheco.   

There is substantial intraregional trip making in the corridor between 
Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Pacheco’s ability to draw 
more “recreational and other” trips is due primarily to the directness 
of service that Pacheco provides in the entire Santa Clara County to 
San Francisco corridor rather than the inclusion of a Gilroy station. 
The HST would substitute for some Caltrain and auto travel in this 
corridor across all trip purposes. HST is at a relative disadvantage to 
Caltrain for commute and business travelers since, during peak 
commute hours, Caltrain runs at similar frequencies to HST with 
lower fares and many more stations.  However, HST is at a 
competitive advantage to Caltrain for recreation and other trips since 
most of these trips occur during off-peak hours; in the off-peak, 
HST’s travel time and frequency advantage outweigh Caltrain's lower 
cost. Hence, HST would be able to capture recreation and other 
riders at a higher rate than business and commute riders in the 
corridor between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. 

From a ridership and revenue standpoint, one of the main 
differences between the base Altamont and Pacheco scenarios 
involves the splitting of train service between San Jose and San 
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Francisco in the Altamont scenario. This split eliminates a direct HST 
connection between San Jose and San Francisco and significantly 
reduces the frequency of train service to either destination. The 
effects of an Altamont operational split are not obvious for business 
and commute travelers since, during peak commute hours, HST 
would provide high frequency service to both San Jose and San 
Francisco and the alternative transit options (BART to San Francisco 
and ACE to San Jose) provide substantially slower travel times. The 
effects are much more obvious for recreation and other travelers 
because: 

• Overall HST frequencies would be lower during off-peak hours 
when most recreation and other trips occur. With the operational 
split, frequencies would be further reduced to San Jose and San 
Francisco, putting HST at a strong disadvantage to the auto for 
recreation and other trips. 

• In spite of its slower travel time, BART is a relatively more 
attractive transit option for recreation and other travelers 
between the East Bay and San Francisco due to its lower cost 
and much higher off-peak frequency. 

• The loss of direct service between Santa Clara County and San 
Francisco means that HST is capturing very few recreation/other 
trips in this corridor. 

Hence, the base Altamont scenario is able to capture business and 
commute riders at a much higher rate than recreation and other 
riders for trips to and from the East Bay. 

Full documentation of the methodology used to obtain projected 
ridership has been completely documented in a series of technical 
reports, which are posted on the Authority website at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports have 
been available at this location throughout the public comment period 
for the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

The underlying source of the intraregional travel market definitions 
for the Bay Area used in the HST study was developed by the MTC 
and is documented on their website: 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/forecast/. 

These forecasts are used by the MTC for planning purposes and are 
validated using available observed data sources.  These validation 
reports are also provided on the MTC website. 

O007-56 
All of the information requested by the commenter was available 
during the Program EIR/EIS circulation period in Appendix A of the 
“Ridership and Revenue Forecasts” report (Draft Bay Area/California 
High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study, Ridership 
and Revenue Forecasts, Cambridge Systematics, 2007) described by 
the commenter and posted to the Authority’s website.  The 
information requested by the commenter is further provided in the 
tables below.   

Station Boardings for Base Pacheco Alternative (P1) 

Station  Name Annual 
Boardings 

Percent 
Intraregional 

Percent 
Interregional 

San Francisco – 
Transbay 

11,699,200 12 88 

Millbrae 1,180,700 52 48 
Redwood City 2,014,000 28 72 
San Jose 5,338,000 25 75 
Morgan Hill 363,000 74 26 
Gilroy 1,767,000 11 89 
Sacramento 7,019,000 0 100 
Stockton 1,711,000 0 100 
Modesto Briggsmore 1,290,000 0 100 
Merced 641,000 0 100 
Fresno 2,573,000 0 100 
Bakersfield 3,210,800 0 100 
Palmdale 4,355,500 46 54 
Sylmar 5,681,200 38 62 
Burbank 1,698,900 43 57 
LA – Union Station 8,125,200 36 64 
Norwalk 590,100 71 29 
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Station  Name Annual 
Boardings 

Percent 
Intraregional 

Percent 
Interregional 

Anaheim 3,102,600 35 65 
Irvine 2,926,700 41 59 
City of Industry 3,619,600 61 39 
Ontario 3,584,700 52 48 
Riverside 6,012,700 39 61 
Temecula 3,075,300 42 58 
Escondido 3,382,800 4 96 
University City 2,279,800 4 96 
San Diego 6,649,500 3 97 
Total Ridership 93,890,000 25 75 

 
HST Station Boardings for Base Altamont Alternative (A1) 

Station  Name 
Annual 

Boardings 
Percent 

Intraregional 
Percent  

Interregional 
San Francisco – 
Transbay  

8,642,500 14 86 

Millbrae 1,070,600 56 44 
Redwood City 1,229,900 42 58 
Warm Springs 474,000 63 37 
San Jose 3,052,300 41 59 
Bernal 4,042,400 16 84 
Sacramento 7,653,200 0 100 
Stockton 1,251,800 0 100 
Tracy Downtown 818,000 0 100 
Modesto Downtown 1,618,000 0 100 
Merced 683,300 0 100 
Fresno 2,573,000 0 100 
Bakersfield 2,797,000 0 100 
Palmdale 4,025,100 50 50 
Sylmar 5,279,800 40 60 
Burbank 1,633,600 44 56 
LA – Union Station 7,700,800 38 62 
Norwalk 538,000 77 23 
Anaheim 2,958,100 37 63 

Irvine 2,771,600 43 57 
City of Industry 3,483,900 63 37 
Ontario 3,403,400 54 46 
Riverside 5,610,600 42 58 
Temecula 2,884,400 45 55 
Escondido 3,224,000 5 95 
University City 2,158,400 5 95 
San Diego 6,336,800 3 97 
Total Ridership 87,910,000 27 73 

O007-57 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS discussed the Bay Area Regional Rail 
Plan that was under development when the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
was released.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding the 
consideration of regional rail service in evaluating the network 
alternatives. The Authority has carefully considered how best to 
capture riders from interregional travel and long-distance 
commuters.  The HST service is most competitive in the intermediate 
to long-distance California markets where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups; 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail model; and 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode. 

A competitive service for long-distance commuters requires more 
frequent station stops so that travel times for the commuters from 
the origin to the ultimate destination is competitive with the 
automobile. 

A system with HSTs that includes a commuter-oriented overlay 
service would require more closely spaced stations and two 
additional express tracks so that HSTs could pass through the 
stations without stopping, as would be the case for the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Without these express tracks, HST travel times would be 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Organizations 
 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-67

 

compromised and the ability to capture interregional passengers 
would be reduced. 

In short, a combined HST and commuter rail overlay in the Altamont 
Corridor would involve more stations, each with four tracks.  
Additionally, the Altamont alignment requires provision for two 
freight tracks, so six tracks would need to be provided for the 
Altamont stations and station areas.  The transition from two to four 
HST tracks requires some distance on either side of the stations, and 
for very closely spaced stations, this transition would not occur (i.e., 
there would be four tracks between the stations).  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS 
and Response to Comment O007-46. 

O007-58 
In Table 7.2-8 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS it is noted as part of the 
constructability analysis that: 

Constructing a new bridge crossing along the Dumbarton corridor 
would involve major construction activities in sensitive wetlands, 
saltwater marshes, and aquatic habitat.  Special construction 
methods and mitigations would be required.   

Given that this is a program-level document, this acknowledgement 
that a bridge would require “special construction methods and 
mitigations” is sufficient.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative 
and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O007-59 
For the reasons stated in Response to Comment O007-22, it is not 
feasible to use the Dumbarton rail bridge for the HST system.  
However, the Authority recognizes that increased and enhanced 
conventional rail service could benefit greatly from the access to the 
midpeninsula that a rehabilitated Dumbarton bridge would provide. 

O007-60 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS provided station information and 
associated analysis of impacts as is currently available.  Station 
location options for each of the alignment alternatives are provided 
in Chapter 2 (Table 2.5-3).  Station fact sheets are provided in 
Appendix 2-F, including concept drawings.  Further review of station 
concepts and configurations will be provided in Tier 2 project-level 
environmental documents, when more detailed engineering and 
design information is available for the HST system.  Traffic, transit, 
circulation, and parking impacts of the stations are described in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.  Individual streets examined in this section 
are illustrated by the screenline diagrams in Appendix 3.1-A, Station 
Location Street Maps.  Construction impacts are evaluated in Section 
3.18.  Growth inducement associated with the stations is reviewed in 
Section 5.5. 

O007-61 
The Authority and FRA find that the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides 
consistent and complete information regarding the description of and 
impacts associated with multiple HST alignments and station location 
options in the Bay Area to Central Valley. Please see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

As noted in Table 2.5-4, the primary reasons for elimination of the 
Los Banos Station are revenue/ridership and environmental factors.  
Environmental factors listed in this table include “Water resources, 
threatened and endangered species, growth related impacts” (page 
2-44).  Appendix 2-G, “Alignment Alternatives and Station Location 
Options Eliminated from Further Consideration,” states the following 
regarding the elimination of the Los Banos Station: 

Los Banos:  A HST station location option at Los Banos (Western 
Merced County) would have low intercity ridership, limited 
connectivity and accessibility, and potential impacts to water 
resources and threatened and endangered species.  Although the 
City of Los Banos supports the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative 
with a potential station location option at Los Banos, considerable 
public and agency opposition has been expressed about this station 
location option because of its perceived potential to result in 
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growth related impacts.  This station location option (as well as the 
Visalia/Hanford station location option) has low ridership potential 
compared to other potential station location options investigated by 
the Authority.  In 2020, this station location option is forecast to 
serve a population of only about 88,000 (forecast to only have 
between 155,000 and 190,000 annual total intercity boardings and 
alightings by 2020).  This station location option would have poor 
connectivity and accessibility and, with potential for environmental 
impacts, would not meet the basic program objectives.  (Page 2-
G-8)  

This Final Program EIR/EIS has no Los Banos station, and the 
Authority has reiterated and expanded its commitment that there will 
be no station and no maintenance facility between Gilroy and 
Merced.  See Chapter 8.6.2 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding 
further mitigation to avoid potential HST impacts.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

As noted in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” “Conceptual designs are based 
on engineering criteria (California High-Speed Rail Authority and 
Federal Railroad Administration 2004)” (page 2-38).  These criteria 
have been and are available for public review on the Authority’s 
website and at the Authority’s offices. 

The environmentally superior alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS in the Summary and in Chapter 8. CEQA does not 
require, nor does the Authority believe that it would be appropriate 
to identify an environmentally superior alternative for both Altamont 
and Pacheco alternatives.  Rather, the Authority and FRA have 
identified the environmentally superior alternative from among all 
alternatives for both Pacheco and Altamont Passes.  Please see 
Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the Dumbarton Bridge. 

O007-62 
The development of potential freight service on the HST system is 
not proposed as part of this project; therefore, it would be both 
beyond the scope of this analysis and speculative. It may or may not 
be proposed during future HST system implementation.   

O007-63 
The Authority and FRA acknowledged that regional and local 
governments could be funding partners for commuter improvements 
in the ACE corridor.  Please refer to the description of findings from 
MTC’s Regional Rail plan provided in Section 3.17.  It must be noted 
that commuter services such as ACE typically operate at a revenue 
deficit.  Please refer to Standard Response 3 in regards to the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

O007-64 

Please see Standard Response 1, 2, and 3, as well as Response to 
Comment O006-3. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that recirculation of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS is necessary. 

O007-65 
Please see Response to Comment O007-37 and Standard 
Response 2. 

O007-66 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

O007-67 
Please see Standard Response 5 and Responses to Comments L029-
61, O007-25, O007-28, O007-37, and O007-61. 

O007-68 
Please see Standard Responses 2 and 5, as well as Response to 
Comment O007-67. 

O007-69 
Impact analyses throughout the Draft Program EIR/EIS appropriately 
take into account both current and future conditions.   

The alternative alignments are shown on current aerial photography.  
In some cases, current conditions formed the basis for the analysis, 
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given that these conditions are not likely to change in the future.  
These include geology and soils, hydrology and water resources.  In 
other cases, current conditions were used for analysis, given that 
future conditions are not easily foreseeable.  These include 
hazardous, agricultural, water resources, EMF, visual setting, public 
utilities, cultural/ paleontology, and 4(f) and 6(f) resources.  Where 
appropriate, current conditions are used as the baseline and future 
(2030) conditions are evaluated based on existing plans, programs, 
and current projections.  These include traffic and parking, land use, 
energy, air quality and air emissions, biological resources and 
wetland, and travel conditions (ridership). 

O007-70 
The Authority and the FRA disagree with this comment.  
Comparisons to existing traffic conditions are provided. Because of 
expected background growth in traffic, horizon year comparisons 
between build and no build conditions are typically more relevant for 
determining potential project effects. 

Please see Response to Comment O007-69.  The Draft Program 
EIR/EIS provides information regarding current (2005) V/C ratios 
and levels of service (LOS) and anticipated changes between 2005 
and 2030. 

The HST system was not evaluated as if it exists on the ground 
today.  Given that such a condition cannot exist, this is not a 
reasonable alternative. 

O007-71 

Please see Response to Comments O007-69 and O007-70.   

O007-72 
Please see Response to Comments O007-69 and O007-70. 

O007-73 
The Authority and FRA disagree that recirculation of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS is necessary.  Far from confusing or obscuring true 
impacts, the approach applied in the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides 

an appropriate evaluation of the impacts. Please see Response to 
Comments O007-69 and O007-70. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that the approach used in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS would likely understate the impacts.  Congestion 
levels on the regions roadways will typically increase between 2005 
and 2030, so traffic impacts from associated with the HST project 
should appropriately be evaluated with these more congested 
roadways.  The impacts will be more severe, requiring more 
mitigation. 

In addition, the approach taken in the Program EIR/EIS takes into 
account population growth that will occur in the Bay Area to Central 
Valley region and in the state.  Ridership levels are based on this 
assumed growth, and these ridership projections form the basis for 
the parking demand and traffic that would be generated at the HST 
stations, thus leading to the identification of true levels of impact. 

O007-74 
Please see Response to Comment O007-73.  The increase in traffic 
from the HST system has been compared against the true traffic 
load and capacity that would exist when the HST system is 
developed and operating – not against the lower traffic levels 
present today.  Moreover, the traffic generated by the HST stations 
is based on ridership projections that appropriately assume projected 
population growth in the Bay Area to Central Valley and in the state.    

O007-75 
The comment asks for overly detailed analysis of unforeseeable 
growth that would be speculative and inappropriate for this 
programmatic analysis.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2, as 
well as Standard Response 4 and Chapter 5. 

The analysis of direct transportation impacts in Section 3.1, indirect 
transportation impacts in Section 5.4.1, and cumulative 
transportation impacts in Section 3.17.4 demonstrate that no 
transportation system needs would be “induced …if HST is 
introduced and in turn induces new growth.” 
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O007-76 
Because traffic saturation leads to long peak periods on the intercity 
highways, as described in Table 3.1-2, the results of using an 
individual peak hour would yield very similar results to that of using 
the total peak periods. Also see Response to Comment O007-73. 

Please see Response to Comments O007-69 through O007-75. 

O007-77 
The No Project alternative does not include facilities of the proposed 
HST project. The referenced text is describing a dynamic 
transportation environment responding to projected demographic 
growth. Please see page 3.1-24, Section 3.1.3, Environmental 
Consequences. This section explains, in detail, the differences 
between existing conditions and the No Project Alternative. Although 
the No Project Alternative analyzed some of the existing stations that 
would also act as HST stations, this alternative does not take into 
account the new HST stations as the HST alternative has been 
treated and analyzed independently. 

The new infrastructure referred to in this text is at existing stations 
and does not include the HST project.  The text appropriately states 
that travel demand on the local roads surrounding the station 
location options would increase, absent the HST project.  Please see 
Responses to Comments O007-69 through O007-75. 

O007-78 
Because there will be no station between Gilroy and Merced, and 
because the HST tracks would not attract development, the HST 
would not induce growth in the Pacheco area as the comment 
describes.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Response to 
Comment O007-75. 

Please see Section 5.4.1 for a discussion of the indirect 
transportation impacts associated with induced growth. 

Either of the HST alignments, Pacheco or Altamont, would REDUCE 
pressure for a highway and associated infrastructure through the 
Diablo Range. The most pressure would arise under the No Project 

Alternative. Table 3.1-2 in the Program EIR/EIS shows that year 
2030 peak-period traffic volumes across the Diablo Range (SR-152 
and I-580) would be reduced by 6,937 for the Pacheco Pass 
alternative and 6,566 for the Altamont Pass alternative. These 
reductions represent about 5% of peak period traffic across the 
Diablo Range. 

Further, Table 5.3-5 shows that the Pacheco alternative could induce 
up to 1.2% population growth in the northern Central Valley 
(Sacramento County to Fresno County), while the Altamont HST 
alternative could induce up to 1.9% population growth in that area. 
This growth inducement (1.2 to 1.9%) is less than the reduction in 
auto travel due to modal diversion, indicating that either HST 
alternative will result in less traffic over the Diablo Range than the 
No Project Alternative. 

The net conclusion is that HST would reduce the pressure for a new 
highway and associated infrastructure across the Diablo Range, and 
Pacheco would result in a greater reduction than Altamont. 

O007-79 
The comment asks for more specific information than is known or 
reasonable to expect at the program level of analysis.  Please see 
Standard Responses 1 and 2.   

A review of detailed construction impacts and haul routes at the 
program level is neither practical (in terms of the extensive time and 
effort) nor necessary.  Identification of the Preferred Alternative, 
including station locations, enables a detailed evaluation of 
construction impacts for both the alignment and station locations 
(e.g., identification of construction haul routes and trips).  Such an 
approach is consistent with typical project planning and 
environmental review requirements. 

Please see Response to Comment O007-62 regarding HST freight.  
Please also see Response to Comments O007-69 through O007-77 
regarding treatment of current conditions and the No Project 
Alternative.  See also Response to Comment O007-74 regarding 
traffic impact analyses. 
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Information on ridership on the different modes has been presented 
in summary, comparative fashion in the Program EIR/EIS, especially 
Sections 1.2.2, 2.3.3(C), 3.1.2, and 7.2.  More detailed results have 
been completely documented in a series of technical reports that are 
posted on the Authority’s web site at 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/. 

The catchment areas are an output of the ridership and revenue 
model, not an input assumption. Hence, “consistent assumptions 
concerning catchment areas” do not exist, nor should they exist.  
Station catchment areas are very dynamic and are a function of the 
alignment and station location options included in a particular HST 
alternative, as well as the relative travel time and cost among the 
different travel options available in each travel market. 

O007-80 
The comment asks for overly detailed analysis of unforeseeable 
transportation improvements that would be speculative and 
inappropriate for this programmatic analysis.  Please see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

The potential for the HST system to induce the need for future 
transportation system improvements was addressed in Section 5.4.1.  
Please see Response to Comment O007-78.  Access and egress to 
the HST system can be provided by the existing, planned, and 
programmed transportation system that is part of the No Project 
Alternative. 

O007-81 
The comment asks for overly detailed analysis of unforeseeable 
transit improvements that would be speculative and inappropriate for 
this programmatic analysis.  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

As discussed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, connectivity was a key 
consideration in station location.  Table 3.1-4 identifies connecting 
transit services at HST stations.  The tables in Chapter 7 also 
summarize transit connectivity for the network alternatives.  The 
existence of the publicly owned Caltrain Corridor and the ability to 

provide a four-track system in this corridor, with impacts that are 
less than other new or expanded corridors, was among the reasons 
for identification of the Pacheco Pass /Caltrain Corridor as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Standard Response 3.  Please 
see Response to Comments L025-3 and L025-5 regarding 
complementary commuter and HST service along the Caltrain 
Corridor.  Please also see letter L026 from SamTrans, Caltrain, and 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority in support of the 
Pacheco Pass/Caltrain Corridor alternative.   

It is acknowledged that an Altamont alternative crossing the San 
Francisco Bay and heading into San Francisco would not require use 
of the Caltrain Corridor south of Dumbarton nor would it result in the 
associated impacts.  The identification of the Preferred Alternative 
took these reduced impacts into account but also acknowledged that 
other impacts that would occur for this alternative, for instance 
impacts on the San Francisco Bay.  Please see Chapter 8 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

Please also see Response to Comment O007-46. 

The Transbay Transit Center is currently reviewing the appropriate 
and most effective mix of peak-hour HST and commuter trains, and 
the Authority will participate in this discussion during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review.  Please also see 
Response to Comment L030-3.  

The Authority and the FRA disagree with the comment that the 
described design of the two-level, eight-track HST San Jose Diridon 
station is “implausible.”  The City of San Jose has already 
undertaken planning studies for such a station.   

The multiple transit providers at the Diridon station—Caltrain, Capitol 
Corridor, ACE, AMTRAK, light rail, the proposed BART extension, and 
bus and shuttle services—and the extensive connectivity that this 
provides are among the reasons that Pacheco Pass/Caltrain Corridor 
is identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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O007-82 
Please see Standard Response 5.  During preliminary engineering 
and the project-level environmental review phase, the Authority and 
FRA will not only review mitigation of potential adverse impacts on 
transit, but also the opportunities to enhance connections between 
the HST system and these transit providers.  The Authority and FRA 
note that construction impacts on transit systems would be 
temporary, while the HST system would be ultimately beneficial and 
complementary.   

O007-83 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies, as 
well as Response to Comments L029-61, O007-25, O007-28, O007-
37, O007-61, and O007-67.  A number of detailed cost-effective 
mitigation measures that are consistent with the overall mitigation 
strategies identified in this Program EIR/EIS will be possible.  Given 
the level of conceptual engineering and the sheer number of 
alignment alternatives and station location options under review in 
this Program EIR/EIS, development of detailed mitigation measures 
for possible options and combinations is neither achievable nor 
practical. 

Detailed mitigation measures, including the exact location and 
design, consistent with the mitigation strategies in this Program 
EIR/EIS, will be identified during the preliminary engineering and 
project level environmental review phase, and the right-of-way 
required and associated impacts can be determined in detail at that 
point.  Even though impacts associated with these detailed measures 
will likely fall within the overall envelope of impacts identified in this 
Program EIR/EIS, the impacts associated with the detailed measures 
will be fully reviewed and disclosed in the project-level 
environmental review. 

Right-of-way costs have been included for the conceptual alignments 
(Chapter 4). Detailed right-of-way maps are unnecessary and 
impractical at this program level. 

O007-84 
Please see Standard Response 5.  The commenter states that the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS “concludes that all potentially significant 
traffic and circulation impacts of the HST alternative will be reduced 
to less than significant with mitigation.”  This statement is not what 
is stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Specifically, Section 3.1.5, 
Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance Effects, states: 

The above mitigation strategies would be refined and applied at the 
project level and are expected to substantially avoid or lessen 
impacts around station areas to a less-than-significant level in most 
circumstances.  Planning multi-modal stations, coordinating with 
transit services, providing accessible locations and street 
improvements, and encouraging transit-oriented development in 
station areas would help to ease traffic constraints in station areas.  
At the project level, it is expected that for various HST station 
projects, impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level, but it is possible that for some stations impacts would not be 
mitigated to the less-than-significant level.  Sufficient information is 
not available at this programmatic level to conclude with certainty 
that the above mitigation strategies would reduce impacts around 
stations to a less-than-significant level in all circumstances.  This 
document therefore concludes that traffic impacts around station 
areas may be significant, even with the application of mitigation 
strategies.  Additional environmental assessment will allow a more 
precise evaluation in the second-tier, project-level environmental 
analyses.  The co-lead agencies will work closely with local 
government agencies at the project level to implement mitigation 
strategies.  (page 3.1-38, emphasis added) 

O007-85 
Please see Response to Comments O007-69 through O007-77 
regarding treatment of current conditions and the No Project 
Alternative. 

O007-86 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the contentions that the air 
quality methodology used in the analysis is faulty and the air quality 
analysis is inadequate.  The air quality methodology is consistent 
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with the other environmental methodologies in the EIR/EIS, which 
were developed with input from the appropriate regulatory agencies.  
The potential effects are compared between the existing conditions 
and the no-build alternative, and then the no-build alternative is 
compared to the HST alternatives.   

O007-87 
Executive Order S-3-05, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
on June 1, 2005, calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020 (equivalent to a 25% reduction) and for an 80% 
reduction in GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by 2050.  Assembly 
Bill 32, enacted in 2006, calls for the California Air Resources Board 
to adopt regulations to help achieve these emission-reduction goals.  
See discussion of GHG issues in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

The effect of the HST system on emissions of CO2 was calculated 
and presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  2005 statewide CO2 
levels have been quantified and were estimated at 1.280 million tons 
per day (California Energy Commission).  The air quality analysis 
identified a reduction of about 17.6 billion pounds of CO2 emissions 
annually by 2030 attributed to the proposed HST project.  The 
proposed HST project is shown to have net beneficial impacts related 
to climate change.  Any additional carbon entering the atmosphere, 
whether by emissions from the project itself or removal of carbon 
sequestering plants (including agricultural crops), would be more 
than offset by the beneficial reduction of carbon resulting from the 
project due to a reduction in automobile VMT (mobile sources) and 
reduction in the number of airplane trips. 

O007-88 
Please see Standard Response 5 and mitigation strategies listed in 
Chapter 3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS.  CEQA requires that feasible 
mitigation be identified where significant adverse impacts have been 
identified.  Mitigation measures are not required for effects which 
are not found to be significant (CEQA §15126.4 [a]). As noted 
previously, the proposed HST project is shown to have net beneficial 

impacts related to climate change. Where beneficial impacts have 
been identified, mitigation measures are not required.  Benefits of 
the proposed HST system would include reduced vehicle trips, 
reduced VMT and multi-modal HST stations.  Increased energy 
efficiency for HST facilities, increased recycling, and use of green 
building technology are all measures that can appropriately be 
considered in the future during project-level environmental reviews, 
when more detailed system design and location information will be 
available. 

O007-89 
As noted in Response to Comments O007-87 and O007-88, the 
proposed HST project is shown to have net beneficial impacts related 
to climate change. Where beneficial impacts have been identified, 
mitigation measures are not required. 

O007-90 
Please see Response to Comments O007-87 and O007-88.  The Final 
EIR/EIS includes an expanded discussion of global climate change, 
including a revised setting discussion, and emissions inventories for 
the 2005 existing condition, the 2030 No Project Alternative, and 
proposed HST project alternative.  In addition, the Authority is 
investigating the feasibility of having the HST system be powered by 
energy sources with zero emissions, but this is not required as a 
mitigation measure. 

O007-91 
The Authority agrees that, while not required, creating a carbon 
neutral HST system is an appropriate goal for the HST.  The 
Authority will examine its feasibility at the project-level analysis.  
Also see Response to Comment O007-90. 

O007-92 
See Standard Response 5. 
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O007-93 
The Authority and FRA do not agree that the approach to analyzing 
impacts on agricultural land is flawed.  Please see Standard 
Response 2.  The analysis of all the alternatives identified impacts 
when compared to the existing (baseline) condition.  As stated in the 
Program EIR/EIS, because it is not possible to identify or quantify 
the amount of farmland that might be affected by future 
transportation projects, no quantified impacts were identified for the 
No Project Alternative.  HST alternatives were therefore compared to 
the existing (baseline) condition.    

The Program EIR/EIS recognizes that there would likely be 
significant impacts from severance.  Analyzing severance impacts 
requires a level of specificity that will be available as the design 
progresses and will be analyzed as part of the Tier 2, project-level 
environmental analysis.  Assuming that severed lands would be 
converted to nonagricultural use is speculative at this time, as are 
potential impacts on agricultural infrastructure and other indirect 
effects. 

Growth inducement is discussed in Chapter 5.  An HST trackway 
does not lend itself to inducing growth in unpopulated areas, such as 
along the Pacheco Pass alignment, especially along Henry Miller 
Road.  Please also see Standard Response 4.   

The direct impacts on agricultural land that were addressed include 
acquisition of this land.  These acres were quantified in Section 3.8 
and Chapter 7.  The cost of acquiring land was discussed in Chapter 
4.  Because the HST would generally follow existing transportation 
corridors, it would tend to result in acquisition of farmland at existing 
parcel edges, where right of way is needed, thereby reducing 
severance and other impacts.  However, it is likely that some 
severance impacts would be significant.  These and other impacts 
will be further analyzed in the Tier 2, project-level environmental 
analysis.   

Impacts on specific types of farmland outside of those categorized 
on available farmland mapping were not addressed in this program 
document.  However, because the HST system generally follows 

existing transportation corridors, impacts on grazing uses would be 
limited.   

The project does not include residential development and the only 
potential for growth inducement would be around station locations, 
which are located in existing developed areas.  Chapter 5 addresses 
the potential growth-inducing impacts of a faster mode of 
transportation (HST).  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth.   

The identification of the preferred network alternative was based on 
many factors including in some cases, off-setting or competing 
impacts.  It was not based on the potential for agricultural impacts 
alone. Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The mitigation strategies will be refined in the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental document.  If agricultural easements are identified as 
a mitigation measure, the timing of these easements will also be 
identified.  In general mitigation intended to avoid or offset impacts 
is timed to occur before the impact or contemporaneously with the 
impact.  Local land use planning authority resides primarily with local 
government agencies.  The Authority does not have the power to set 
urban growth boundaries or establish smart growth zoning in 
individual jurisdictions but has established principles to guide station 
area planning that are consistent with state “smart growth” goals.  
See Chapter 6 and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A, and Standard 
Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies. 

The Program EIR/EIS did not state that farmland impacts could be 
reduced to less than significant even with the mitigation strategies 
implemented.  More specific findings will be determined at the Tier 2 
project-level environmental analysis. 

O007-94 
The Authority and FRA consider the information adequate for the 
decisions to be made and to meet CEQA and NEPA requirements. 
Section 3.15 discloses the direct and indirect impacts on biological 
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resources and wetlands.  Section 3.17 discusses the cumulative 
impacts.  See Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

O007-95 
Please see Standard Responses 2 and 3.  Extensive biological 
resources and wetlands data and information were collected and 
analyzed and are presented in a comprehensive and uniform manner 
for the alignment alternatives and station location options.  Chapter 
3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Mitigation Strategies”, Section 3.0.1, “Purpose and Content of This 
Chapter,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS states: 

The program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts, including biological resources and wetlands, of the HST 
alignment alternatives and stations equally.  Impacts on resources 
resulting from both the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alignment 
alternatives and stations were analyzed consistently and are 
documented in the program EIR/EIS.   

O007-96 
See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 5 regarding the programmatic 
decision, nature of a programmatic analysis, and the role of 
mitigation strategies.  See also Response to Comment O007-34. 

The data for biological resources and wetlands were interpreted and 
synthesized to the appropriate level for a program-level 
environmental analysis.  Further interpretation and qualifiers, 
including quality and regional importance, will be developed as part 
of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis, following detailed 
surveys and habitat assessments.   

The biological analysis was based on the thresholds and criteria set 
in CEQA Appendix G.  Impacts on nonsensitive species and habitats 
were not considered a criterion to base decisions of identifying a 
preferred alternative.  Methods of impact evaluation for the project 
were developed with input from both state and federal resource 
agencies.  As noted above, additional detailed information regarding 
potentially affected species will be provided in the subsequent 
project-level environmental evaluation and documentation.  This 

information will include species descriptions, distribution, seasonal 
activity, range, reproduction, habitat characteristics, population 
status, threats, conservation status, and a detailed evaluation of 
effects of the project and proposed mitigation. Refer to Response to 
Comment O007-95 regarding the biological analysis.  Section 3.17 
includes a cumulative biological resources impact assessment.  
Section 3.15 recognizes the potential impact that the HST may have 
on wildlife movement and sets forth mitigation strategies to minimize 
this impact, such as, include design features such as wildlife 
underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts, to facilitate known 
wildlife movement corridors; ensure that wildlife crossings are of a 
design, shape, and size to be sufficiently attractive to encourage 
wildlife use; provide appropriate vegetation to wildlife overcrossings 
and undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements; 
establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected 
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability; design 
protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in consultation 
with resource agencies; and use aerial structures or tunnels to allow 
for unhindered crossing by wildlife. 

O007-97 
Additional information on wildlife movement linkages was added to 
Figure 3.15-3 in this Final Program EIR/EIS from the draft Santa 
Clara County Habitat Conservation Plan.  It should also be noted that 
many of the wildlife movement corridors are along drainages.  The 
HST would be elevated over drainages, which would minimize 
impacts on wildlife movement corridors.  When field surveys are 
conducted as part of the Tier 2, project-level analysis, specific 
biological values and ecosystem functions will be assessed, habitat 
connectivity and other wildlife movement corridors will be identified, 
specific impacts on biological resources and wetlands will be 
analyzed, and detailed mitigation measures building off the 
strategies proposed in Section 3.15.5 will be identified.  See also 
Standard Responses 2 and 5 regarding the nature of a programmatic 
analysis and the role of mitigation strategies. 
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O007-98 
The specific functions and values of wetlands potentially affected by 
the HST alignment alternatives will be determined as part of a 
subsequent Tier 2, project-level environmental evaluation when 
detailed wetland delineations are conducted and impact areas for 
direct and indirect effects are identified in more detail.  At the time 
that project-level analysis is being conducted, a survey of the 
availability of replacement wetlands will also be conducted.  The 
Authority and FRA will continue to work with the resource agencies 
and others to identify wetlands mitigation.  As noted in Section 
3.15.5, mitigation strategies include onsite or offsite restoration, 
creation, or enhancement; mitigation banking; or in-lieu fee 
payments.  The USACE typically favors the use of approved 
mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs in cases where they result in 
more regional or watershed benefit than onsite compensatory 
mitigation. 

O007-99 
Section 3.15.2 provides information on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Grasslands Wildlife Management Area, The Nature 
Conservancy lands including the Mount Hamilton Project, East Bay 
Regional Park District lands, CDFG-owned/managed lands, as well as 
other conservation lands.  The impacts on these lands are discussed 
in Section 3.15.3, and such impacts will be analyzed in further detail 
in future project-level environmental documents addressing the 
selected alternative or alternatives.      

O007-100 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this comment.  The Draft 
Program EIR/EIS adequately characterized biological resources 
potentially affected by the HST alternatives, and, to better convey 
the information, an additional figure, Figure 3.15-4, Public Lands – 
San Jose to Central Valley Corridor, has been added in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS to show urban areas, roads, and publicly 
owned/managed lands.  This figure, in addition to Figures 3.15-1 
through 3.15-3, as well as other figures throughout the Program 
EIR/EIS, shows information that characterizes the resources within 

the project study area.  This is discussed on page 3.15-11 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, and an additional sentence was added in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS stating that no field surveys to identify species 
were conducted at the program level.    

O007-101 
Each of the HST alignment alternatives and station location options 
is evaluated at a consistent level of detail in Section 3.15.  
Quantification of impacts of projects and programs included in the 
No Project Alternative was not provided for this document because 
location information is known for only some of the projects and 
programs out to 2030.  For others, no alignment or other physical 
locations have been identified.  Therefore, any quantification 
estimate would represent only a partial magnitude of the potential 
impacts, and reporting this would be confusing and misleading.  
Each project-level Tier 2 EIR/EIS will evaluate site-specific HST 
project alternatives and a related No Project Alternative that will be 
further refined with the information known at that time. 

Please see Standard Response 2 and Response to Comment O007-
96 regarding level of analysis.  Additional information on wildlife 
corridors and linkages has been added to Section 3.15 in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Additional detail related to species identified, 
habitats, and wildlife corridors is contained in Appendices 3.15-A 
through 3.15-N.  Further interpretation and qualifiers, including 
relative values, functions, and regional importance, will be developed 
as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis following 
detailed surveys and habitat assessments.  The discussion of the 
network alternatives in Chapter 7 takes into consideration the 
impacts of alignments and stations identified in Chapter 3 that, when 
added together, constitute a network alternative.  

O007-102 
The direct and indirect impacts on the grasslands vegetation 
community, including the San Jose to Central Valley corridor, was 
identified in Section 3.15.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  
Appendices 3.15-A-1 and 3.15-A-7 identify habitats, including 
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grasslands, where sensitive species may occur.  Impacts on species 
that may occur in grassland habitat are also discussed in Section 
3.15, including the San Joaquin kit fox.  It should be noted that San 
Joaquin kit foxes occur in a variety of habitats, including grasslands, 
scrublands, vernal pool areas, alkali meadows and playas, and an 
agricultural matrix of row crops, irrigated pastures, orchards, 
vineyards, and grazed annual grasslands (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1998).  Mitigation strategies are discussed in Section 3.15.5 
and include biological resources management plans (BRMP).  BRMPs 
will specify the design and implementation of biological resource 
mitigation measures, including habitat replacement and 
revegetation, protection during construction, performance (growth) 
standards, maintenance criteria, and monitoring requirements.  The 
primary goal of a BRMP is to ensure the long-term perpetuation of 
the existing diversity of habitats in the project area and adjacent 
urban interface zones.  Specific to habitats, including grasslands, 
BRMPs will contain, among other things, specific measures for the 
protection of sensitive amphibian, mammal, bird, and plant species 
during construction; identification and quantification of habitats to be 
removed, along with the locations where these habitats are to be 
restored or relocated; and procedures for vegetation analyses of 
adjacent protected habitats that will be used to determine the 
requirements of the revegetation areas. 

To avoid impacts from building access roads, construction in 
sensitive areas (as defined at the project level) would use in-line 
construction (i.e., use new rail infrastructure as it is built) to 
transport equipment to/from the construction site and to transport 
excavated material away from the construction to appropriate reuse 
or disposal sites.  See discussion of construction methods and 
impacts in Section 3.18, and Response to Comment L029-29 

Cumulative biological impacts are discussed in Section 3.17 and 
growth inducement is discussed in Chapter 5.  See also Standard 
Response 4.  The HST trackway itself would not induce growth, 
especially in relatively undeveloped areas along the Pacheco Pass 
corridor.  Station location options have been placed within urban 

areas in the San Jose to Central Valley corridor, including San Jose, 
Morgan Hill, and Gilroy. 

O007-103 
Impacts on parks and wildlife refuges are discussed in Section 3.16, 
Section 4(f) and 6(f) in more detail.  Some parks and recreation 
areas, depending on uses, can provide functional biological open 
space.  Where this occurs, those are discussed in Section 3.15 under 
the heading Special Management Areas.  Potential impacts on these 
lands and conservation areas are also discussed in Section 3.15.  
Design practices have been included in the alignment alternatives to 
minimize potential impacts on these lands, including the use of 
tunnels through much of the Diablo Range and in the East Bay under 
parks and conservation areas and elevated structures through a 
large portion of the GEA. Additional engineering design refinements 
will be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts 
on these resources as part of the Tier 2 project-level environmental 
analysis.   

It would be very unlikely that growth-inducing impacts would occur 
within special management areas (parks, refuges, or conservation 
areas) since the management agency or entity would be required to 
approve any development.  Specific impacts on special management 
areas will be further identified as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis once additional design details are known.  
Refer to Response to Comment Letters S006, California Department 
of Fish and Game, and L029, Grassland Water District.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox.  Detailed noise 
and vibration studies as they relate to biological resources will be 
required and conducted as part of the Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis. 

O007-104 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  
Section 3.15 does not purport that the mitigation strategies 
identified would fully mitigate significant impacts at the program 
level.  It concludes that impacts on biological resources would 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Organizations 
 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-78

 

remain significant, even with the application of mitigation strategies.  
Additional environmental assessment at the Tier 2 project-level will 
allow a more precise evaluation of the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures, which will also be further refined at the Tier 2 project 
level. 

O007-105 
The Authority and FRA do not agree that the cumulative impacts 
assessment for biological resources presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is 
deficient.  Revision of the Draft Program EIR/EIS and recirculation 
are not necessary.  The cumulative impacts analysis for biological 
resources and wetlands discussed in Section 3.17.4, subsection N, 
indicates that under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative 
impact related to biological resources and wetlands would be 
significant when considering past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the study area.  The Program EIR/EIS 
also states that the HST network alternatives would result in a 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on 
biological resources and wetlands when considering past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the study area. 

The direct and indirect impacts of the HST network alternatives are 
discussed in Section 3.17, subsection N.  There is not enough 
specific information about the proposed network alternatives or 
many of the projects included in the cumulative impact analysis to 
provide a discussion of the issues in this comment at a more detailed 
level in this program-level document.  Each of these issues as they 
relate to a particular section of the HST System will be further 
reviewed as part of a subsequent Tier 2 project-level analysis, when 
more detailed engineering, design and location information will be 
available, along with variations in alignments to further reduce and 
avoid impacts.    

O007-106 
Please see Standard Response 2 regarding the level of detail. Please 
see Section 3.7.1, Land Use Compatibility, which states: 

Future land use compatibility is based on information from general 
plans and other regional and local transportation planning 
documents.  These documents were examined to assess an 
alignment alternative’s potential consistency with the goals and 
objectives defined therein.  An alignment alternative is considered 
highly compatible if it would be located in areas planned for 
transportation multi-modal centers or corridor development, 
redevelopment, economic revitalization, transit-oriented 
development, or high-intensity employment.  Compatibility would 
be considered low if an alignment alternative would be potentially 
inconsistent with local or regional planning documents… (page 
3.7-2)   

In addition to the program-level analysis, local standards and 
requirements will be considered during preliminary engineering and 
Tier 2 project-level environmental review, and during final design.  
Please refer to Chapter 6 for a review of the potential of the HST 
stations to promote sprawl. 

Development of parcel maps, zoning maps, and ownership data is 
well beyond what is required for a program-level review.  The land 
use analysis did review the land use compatibility in areas (including 
station areas) where right-of-way would need to be acquired.  Please 
see Section 3.7.1, Land Use Compatibility, which states: 

Because in this analysis an area’s sensitivity or compatibility is 
based on the presence of residential properties, low, medium, and 
high levels of potential compatibility are identified based on the 
percentage of residential area affected, the proximity of the 
residential area to facilities included in an alignment alternative, 
and the presence of local or regional uses (such as parks, schools, 
and employment centers).  For highway corridors (under the No 
Project Alternative) and for proposed alignment alternatives, land 
use compatibility was assessed using GIS layers (or aerial 
photographs where available) to identify proximity to housing and 
population and to determine whether the alignment alternatives 
would be within or outside an existing right-of-way in the study 
area.  Potential impacts are considered low if existing land uses 
within a potential alignment, station, or maintenance facility area 
are found to be compatible with the land use changes that may 
result from the alignment alternative.  The type of improvement 
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that would be associated with the alignment alternative would also 
affect the level of potential impact… (page 3.7-2)  

Wetland, agricultural land, and geologic impacts are reviewed in 
Sections 3.14, 3.8, and 3.13.  For a discussion of existing land use—
the environmental land use setting—please see Section 3.6, B. 
Discussion of Resources by Corridor, Existing Land Use.  As stated,  

This section briefly discusses the land use–related resources by 
corridor along HST Alignment Alternatives in the study area and 
vicinity.  The following five land use-related resources are 
addressed:  (1) existing and planned land use, (2) population 
characteristics, (3) income, (4) neighborhood and community 
characteristics, and (5) housing. (page 3.7-6) 

O007-107 
The contention that land use impacts are reviewed for only one 
network alternative each for Pacheco and Altamont is incorrect.   

All alignment alternatives are reviewed in Section 3.6, B. Discussion 
of Resources by Corridor, Existing Land Use.  Table 3.7.3 reviews 
land use compatibility, community cohesions, property impacts, and 
environmental justice for each of the alignment alternatives under 
consideration, and each of these impacts are reviewed for each of 
the alignment alternatives in Section 3.7.3, Environmental 
Consequences.  Land use impacts (i.e., compatibility, environmental 
justice, community, and property) for all alignment alternatives are 
also provided in Tables 7.3-1 through 7.3-11 in Chapter 7. 

The composition of the network alternatives is described at the 
beginning of Chapter 7 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, which states:  

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize and compare the 
physical and operational characteristics and potential environmental 
consequences associated with different combinations of alignment 
alternatives that comprise the HST Network Alternatives, as well as 
differences among alignment alternatives and potential station 
location options.  This chapter summarizes potential environmental 
consequences for each of 21 representative network alternatives 
for the environmental resource areas where relative differences 
were identified (refer to Chapter 3 under Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Strategies for a 

comprehensive presentation of potential environmental 
consequences in each environmental resource area for each 
alignment alternative).  The 21 representative network alternatives 
present a range of reasonable alternatives among the three basic 
approaches for linking the Bay Area and Central Valley:  Altamont 
Pass (11 network alternatives); Pacheco Pass (6 network 
alternatives); and Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) 
(4 network alternatives).  (page 7-1) 

O007-108 
Please see Standard Response 2 and Chapter 6 regarding station 
area development.  Infrastructure and public service requirements 
will be further evaluated as part of the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review.  See also Chapter 5 and 
Standard Response 4.  The need for general plan and zoning 
amendments by the local jurisdictions will be reviewed at the project 
level. The Program EIR/EIS appropriately reviews and discloses land 
use impacts at the program level. 

O007-109 
Please see Standard Responses 2 and 4. Please see Response to 
Comment O007-106, which notes that general plans were reviewed 
as part of the land use evaluation and notes that existing land uses 
along each corridor are described in Section 3.6.B, Discussion of 
Resources by Corridor, Existing Land Use.  

Regarding the study area, Section 3.7.1.B, Methods of Evaluation of 
Impacts, states:  

The analysis was conducted using U.S. Census 2000 block group 
information/data compiled in a geographic information systems 
(GIS) format, local community general plans or regional plans, and 
land use information provided by the planning agencies in each of 
the regions.  Existing and future conditions were described for the 
No Project Alternative by documenting existing information for 
existing and planned future land use policy near HST Alignment 
Alternatives and potential station location options, development 
patterns for employment and population growth, demographics, 
communities and neighborhoods, housing, and economics… 
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“…Because this is a programmatic environmental review, the 
analysis of these potential impacts was performed on a broad scale 
to permit a comparison of relative differences among the alignment 
alternatives.  Further evaluation of potential impacts would occur at 
the project-level environmental review. (page 3.7-1-2)  

The study area for growth inducement is California’s 58 counties 
grouped into seven geographic regions, as noted in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2.2, Study Area and Alternatives.  There will be further 
study of community impacts in future Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis, when more detailed information concerning 
the HST system design, engineering, and operations will be 
available, and will support more detailed review of environmental 
impacts.  

O007-110 
Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  
The Authority and FRA agree that additional mitigation strategies 
may be appropriate for potential land use impacts and further 
consideration of the mitigation strategies included in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS will occur in future project-level analyses. 

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding potential growth 
inducement; Chapter 6 for station area development policies; 
Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A, regarding the Los Banos area; and 
Section 3.7 and Section 3.15.5 regarding future consideration of 
easements to provide mitigation for impacts.   

O007-111 
Please see Standard Response 5, Response to Comment O007-37 
regarding the identification of significant impacts and the 
determination of significance with mitigation, and Response to 
Comment O007-60 regarding station configurations. 

O007-112 
Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth, as well as 
Response to Comment O007-15. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
is inadequate, contradictory, or flawed.  The assertion that the 
Program EIR/EIS characterizes HST growth potential as “potentially 
beneficial” is false; that term is not used in the Program EIR/EIS in 
relation to induced growth or secondary impacts. 

O007-113 
The comment reflects a lack of understanding about potential for rail 
systems to stimulate land use development and urban growth, which 
is limited to effects from stations.  Please see Standard Response 4 
regarding growth and discussion of Los Banos in Chapter 8. 

The spatial allocation model used in the growth-inducement analysis 
(CURBA) accurately characterizes the development potential of land 
parcels based on ownership, aerial photography (to verify current 
development patterns), and other critical factors (e.g. access to 
employment, adjacency to current development and transportation 
facilities, etc.). 

The historical growth examples noted by the commenter are 
irrelevant for analyzing the potential growth-inducement effects of 
an HST alternative.  The highway improvements that contributed to 
growth in the San Fernando Valley, Contra Costa County, and other 
locations disperse accessibility benefits over a very wide geographic 
area – essentially for several miles around any interchange.  The 
HST alternatives, on the other hand, would provide very localized 
accessibility benefits to a limited number of station sites around the 
state.  For example, between Sacramento and the Grapevine, there 
are more than 50 interchanges just on I-5; there are only six 
preferred HST stations in all of the Central Valley.  Therefore, it 
would be inappropriate to draw conclusions about the type of growth 
and development that might ensue with the HST system based on 
the widely dispersed development patterns that are sometimes 
associated with freeway expansion projects.   

The HST system would not lead to a significant increase in commute 
accessibility between Central Valley homes and Bay Area or southern 
California jobs.  When combined with the fact that the preferred HST 
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station sites are located in existing downtown areas, HST would not 
open up new areas to development. 

O007-114 
The comment points to an example of the meaningful station-by-
station differences in growth effects that were described in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS to assist the reader.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth. 

The Authority and FRA disagree that the growth-inducement analysis 
does not provide sufficient information on HST alignment and rail 
stations consistent with the program-level of analysis.  Refer to 
Standard Response 4 regarding growth, as well as Response to 
Comment O007-15.  See Response to Comment F007-12 for a 
discussion of the need for mitigation of secondary impacts.  See 
Response to Comment F007-12 for a discussion of inferring growth-
inducing impacts of specific station sites. 

O007-115 
The comment reflects a lack of understanding about potential for rail 
systems to stimulate land use development and urban growth, which 
is limited to effects from stations.  No station is planned near or in 
the “Grasslands area.”  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth, and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, introduction of HST along the 
Pacheco (or Altamont) alignment will not make it possible for Bay 
Area employees to easily commute to and from locations around the 
Grasslands area, or elsewhere in the Central Valley.  See Standard 
Response 4 for a discussion of the commute accessibility potential of 
HST versus auto; Response to Comment O007-113 for a discussion 
of general accessibility differences between highways and HST; and 
Response to Comment O006-6 for a discussion of how access and 
egress to an HST station affects the door-to-door travel time and 
cost of HST relative to auto. 

O007-116 
 The methodology used to derive the results shown in Table 5.3-5 
and all subsequent tables is summarized in Section 5.3.1 and 
detailed in the technical report on economic growth effects4.  The 
values presented in these tables are accurate, reasonable, and 
logical. 

The induced population and population growth in each county are a 
function of three factors:  1) changes in highway VMT and vehicle-
hours of travel (VHT) due to diversion of highway trips to HST and 
access/egress to HST stations; 2) utility benefits that travelers gain 
by switching to HST from air, auto and conventional rail; and 3) 
improved access to labor and markets due to the introduction of 
HST.  The three factors are somewhat interrelated, yet can interact 
in complex and conflicting ways.   

At a county level, the Altamont and Pacheco alignment alternatives 
provide about the same extent of utility benefits for travel to/from 
the Bay Area, and they also create about the same VMT and VHT 
reduction due to diversion of auto trips to HST.  The key factor that 
leads to the results noted in the comment (higher Contra Costa 
County and Alameda County growth under Pacheco than Altamont) 
is the increase in auto VMT and VHT due to HST station 
access/egress.  Essentially, counties with HST stations end up with 
increased VMT/VHT due to in the influx of travelers from adjacent 
counties; this influx reduces the relative travel time benefit for the 
counties with the HST stations, and in turn reduces the induced 
population and employment growth.  From a growth inducement 
standpoint, the improvements in access to labor and markets are 
simply not able to offset the travel time benefit of having an HST 
station in the county. 

                                                 
4 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.; Economic Growth Effects Analysis for the 
Bay Area to Central Valley Program-Level Environmental Impact Report 
and Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement – Final Report; July 2007. 
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O007-117 
The FRA and Authority disagree that the growth analysis needs to be 
redone. Please see Standard Response 4. 

Section 5.2.2 in the Program EIR/EIS provides the list of HST 
stations that were included in the quantitative growth analysis.  See 
Response to Comment F007-12 for a discussion of inferring growth-
inducing impacts of specific station sites.   

Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the technical report on economic growth 
effects provide a detailed review of growth inducing differences 
between the alternatives, and these differences are fully disclosed in 
summary fashion in Section 5.3 of the Bay Area to Central Valley 
Program-Level EIR/EIS.  These discussions are based on information 
derived from a multi-tiered analytic process and state-of-the art 
economic forecasting tools.  The methodology, assumptions and 
supporting data for the analysis process are fully explained in the 
technical report on economic growth effects.  See Response to 
Comment O007-15 for a summary of this analysis process. 

O007-118 
The growth analysis considered and described the changes from the 
existing conditions to the future No Project Alternative.  The 
comment reflects a lack of understanding that growth in all parts of 
the study region will take place with or without the HST system.  
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 4. 

The growth-inducement analysis comprehensively considers all 
assumed demographic, economic and transportation system features 
of each alternative as described in Chapters 2, 3 and 5.  By 
definition, “undeveloped areas [that are] underserved by roads and 
transit” are unlikely to experience induced growth since they lack 
access to employment, consumers, and other key necessities of 
everyday life.  Since preferred HST station sites are in currently 
developed downtown areas, HST will not improve accessibility to 
undeveloped areas. 

O007-119 
The comment reflects a lack of understanding of concentrating 
effects of rail (transit, commuter, intercity, and high-speed) stations 
on land development and urban growth demonstrated in countless 
locations around the world. Please see Standard Response 4 
regarding growth. 

The methodology, assumptions, supporting data, results, and 
conclusions for the analysis process are explained and substantiated 
in the technical report on economic growth effects.  (See Response 
to Comment O007-15 for a summary of this analysis process.)  In 
particular, see Section 3.3 and Appendices E and F in that report for 
a discussion of the models and data that were used to derive the 
analysis results and conclusions.  The technical report demonstrates 
that consistent development and density assumptions were used for 
all alternatives, and that a continuation of each county’s trend in 
development patterns was assumed except for a small density 
increase within 1-mile of an HST station. 

The analysis indicates that HST system “concentrates commercial 
growth around stations” and is “correlated with higher overall growth 
rates.”  Results and conclusions presented in Chapter 5 support 
these points.  The HST system also has the potential to disperse 
“residential populations and induce long distance commuting,” but 
only if HST offers substantially better door-to-door travel time and 
cost than competing options; these conditions would not be met for 
the vast majority of Central Valley locations (see Standard Response 
4 regarding growth). 

“Land consumption,” as used in Table 5.3-7, is equivalent to the 
increase in the size of urbanized area as shown in Table 5.3-6.  The 
figures shown in Table 5.3-7 for the entire study area are not 
misleading or overly broad.  Results from Tables 5.3-5 and 5.3-6 can 
be used to derive comparable results for any county or combination 
of counties in the study area. 
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O007-120 
See Standard Response 4, and Response to Comments L029-114 
and O007-113.  The proposed HST system could perhaps induce 
some ranchette development only if HST removed the barrier of 
accessibility to jobs; but such barrier removal would not occur with 
the HST system.  Ranchettes, by definition, are not located in 
urbanized areas; they are low-density housing options that, even in 
the Central Valley, will be located well away from downtown areas 
and HST stations.  While residents of many ranchettes will be 
geographically closer to a Central Valley HST station than to most 
Bay Area jobs, the door-to-door time and cost via HST would quickly 
exceed a pure auto drive for residents of low-density Central Valley 
ranchettes that commute to Bay Area jobs.  Individuals living in 
outlying ranchettes would be unlikely to use HST on a daily basis 
due to the greater time and monetary cost associated with using 
HST versus automobile for long-distance commutes.  See Standard 
Response 4 and Response to Comment O006-6 for further discussion 
of the reasons why HST will not remove accessibility barriers 
between Central Valley homes and Bay Area jobs. 

O007-121 
The commenter has misstated the paragraph in question, and this 
misstatement misrepresents the conclusion.  The paragraph actually 
reads: 

In short, either HST Network Alternative provides a strong incentive 
for directing urban growth and minimizing a variety of impacts that 
are frequently associated with growth. This outcome would be seen 
in results for resource topics such as farmland, hydrology, and 
wetlands, where the indirect effects of either HST Network 
Alternative are in some cases less than the No Project Alternative, 
even with more population and employment expected with the HST 
Network Alternative.  (underlined text was omitted from 
commenter’s quote) 

The conclusion, as actually written in the Program EIR/EIS is fully 
supported by results presented in Tables 5.4-2, 5.4-3, and 5.4-4. 

The commenter’s discussion of alleged impacts of the BART system 
is irrelevant when assessing the growth inducement potential of a 
statewide HST system with widely spaced stations.  Further, the 
commenter also provides no evidence to substantiate the claim that 
“sprawl development” in Pittsburg and Antioch was related to 
development of the BART system as opposed to highway expansion 
or some other factor.  Given that only 4% of the Bay Area’s job are 
within walking distance of a BART station (see Response to 
Comment O006-6), it is not conclusive that BART was the sole or 
even contributory cause of the alleged outcome. 

Contrary to the assertion of the commenter, the Program EIR/EIS 
does not claim that HST will induce “compact urban growth” or 
“dense, focused urban development.”  Chapter 5 indicates that an 
HST station creates a strong draw for business development (due to 
economies of agglomeration), and it is this draw that can encourage 
more compact development patterns in the station area.  Although 
this draw is recognized, the analysis of growth-inducing effects and 
secondary impacts assumed continuation of each county’s trend in 
development patterns in order to capture growth potential.  
However, Chapter 6 enumerates station area development principles 
appropriate to encourage more concentrated development around 
HST stations. 

O007-122 
The comment expresses concern about a potential increase in the 
demand for second homes as a result of the proposed HST system, 
particularly in the Sierra foothills.  First, HST would not “bring these 
areas within an hour of major population centers”, as asserted in the 
comment.  Door-to-door travel times between the Sierra foothills and 
San Jose, for example, would be a minimum of 2½ hours.  On top of 
this high time, problems would be presented by station 
access/egress between a second home and a Central Valley HST 
station.  For individuals to use HST as a primary access mode to 
second homes, individuals owning a second home would need to 
either keep an extra car at a Central Valley HST station (and incur 
long-term parking costs) or regularly rent a car at a Central Valley 
HST station.  This combination of high egress cost and multiple 
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mode shifts would be at odds with rational travel and economic 
behavior.  See also Standard Response 4, and Response to Comment 
L029-114.   

O007-123 
No stations are proposed for “greenfield” areas.  Please see Standard 
Response 4. 

Preferred HST station sites are in currently developed downtown 
areas, not “formerly underserved and relatively remote areas” as 
asserted in the comment.  The potential impacts around each 
proposed station site are described in Chapter 3. 

O007-124 
Please see Response to Comment L029-116. 

O007-125 
The Authority and FRA disagree that the conclusions regarding no 
growth-inducing impacts on 4(f) and 6(f) resources are incorrect at 
this program-level of analysis.  Contrary to the commenter’s 
assertion, none of the three comment letters submitted by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (F002, F005, F008) mentions growth-
inducing impacts on 4(f) or 6(f) lands. 

O007-126 
San Benito and Monterey Counties are included in the “rest of 
California” category throughout Chapter 5. See Standard Response 4 

O007-127 
The commenter accurately states that the land use efficiencies 
displayed in Table 5.3-7 differ at the third decimal, and that there is 
no characterization in the document as to whether these differences 
are significant.  Since the variability of the various models and third-
party data sources are not known for a year 2030 analysis, the 
statistical significance of the difference in results cannot be 
determined.  

O007-128 
No stations are proposed for “greenfield” areas.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth, Response to Comments L029-117 and 
O007-110, Chapter 6, and Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2.A. in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.   

The commenter’s assertion that Altamont, and not Pacheco, has 
“stations in locations where the local jurisdiction has enacted 
‘smarter’ planning and zoning” is puzzling.  Both Altamont and 
Pacheco Pass network alternatives include HST station options 
involving smart growth planning.  The only substantial difference 
outside the Bay Area is that Altamont provides the opportunity for an 
additional HST station in Tracy.  Within the Bay Area, the only 
potential station differences are in southern Santa Clara County and 
eastern Alameda County. 

O007-129 
A single interactive modeling system was used to forecast growth-
inducing effects for the entire state.  This modeling system, 
TREDIS/REDYN, uses discrete economic regions that are based on 
some type of geographic boundary.  Creating economic regions 
using boundaries for individual counties is advantageous because it 
allows the model itself to simulate economic interaction rather than 
relying solely on post-processing, as is often done when a single 
economic region is used.  The overall analytic approach and 
individual models have been independently validated and used 
elsewhere, and they represent a state-of-the-practice approach that 
is appropriate for this program-level analysis.  See Response to 
Comment O007-15 for further information. 

O007-130 
The conclusion that the Altamont alternative may result in 5,000 
more acres of urbanized developed compared to the Pacheco 
alternative is reasonable given that Altamont is projected to induce 
41,000 more people and 13,500 more jobs than Pacheco.  More jobs 
and people will result in more urbanized land. 
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The spatial allocation model used in the growth-inducement analysis 
(CURBA) accurately characterizes the development potential of land 
parcels based on ownership, aerial photography (to verify current 
development patterns), and other critical factors (e.g., access to 
employment, adjacency to current development, and transportation 
facilities). 

O007-131 
As noted in the discussion of the spatial allocation model on page F-
4 of the technical report on economic growth effects: 

Average infill rates and population densities will increase with 
additional development.  It is an axiom of economics that scarce 
resources are used more intensely than plentiful ones. Following 
this logic, as available supplies of developable land are used up, 
developers seek ways to use remaining land more intensely, either 
by increasing densities or through redevelopment. Thus, both 
development densities and infill activity should increase with 
population growth. 

Footnote 5 on page 5-7 of the Program EIR/EIS clarifies that the 
statistical relationships in the spatial allocation model reflect 
historical increases in marginal development density over time, and 
assumes continuation of this trend into the future for all alternatives.  
This trend was not selectively changed for one or both HST 
alternatives in order to provide an objective analysis.  See also 
Response to Comment O007-121. 

O007-132 
Please see Response to Comment O007-116. 

O007-133 
The Authority and FRA disagree that a revised analysis of potential 
growth-inducing effects is needed.  See Standard Response 4 
regarding growth, as well as Response to Comment O007-15. 

O007-134 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57.   

O007-135 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57.  The Authority and FRA 
are aware of the decision in Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. 
v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, and the intent and requirements of Sections 
4(f) and 6(f).  The setting for 4(f) and 6(f) resources will be 
characterized in greater detail consistent with requirements of 
Sections 4(f) and 6(f) during the preliminary engineering and 
project-level environmental review phase.  Impacts on 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources played an important role in the identification of the 
Preferred Alternative.  As noted in Chapter 8, the identified Preferred 
Alternative would avoid the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge. 

O007-136 
Figure 3.16-1 has been added to show the locations of publicly 
owned lands. 

O007-137 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

O007-138 
Please see Response to Comment L029-57. 

O007-139 
During the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review, the Authority and FRA will continue to look for avoidance 
alternatives for the precise alignment of the Preferred Alternative.  
In the absence of avoidance, the Authority and FRA will ensure that 
all possible planning to minimize harm to the resources has 
occurred.  Please see Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation 
strategies and Response to Comment L029-57. 

O007-140 
The analysis of cumulative impacts is in Section 3.17.  A list of 
detailed projects and plans used in the analysis are listed and 
discussed in Appendix 3.17-A.  A definition of cumulative impacts per 
CEQA and NEPA is included in Section 3.17.  Sufficient detail is 
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provided for this program-level analysis, and further analysis will be 
included in future Tier 2 project-level environmental analyses, when 
more detailed engineering, design, and location information will be 
available for the HST system and when future projects can be 
considered in more detail. 

O007-141 
The cumulative projects included in the analysis were those that 
would be close to the HST network alternatives and have the 
potential to result in a cumulative impact on a given resource or 
those that are of a size/scale that could affect regional resources.   

Although both CEQA and NEPA include the requirement to consider 
“past projects” when addressing cumulative impacts, recent Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance discounts the value of this 
assessment of past projects directing that relevance of addressing 
past projects relates to the “concise description of the identifiable 
present effects” (CEQ June 24, 2005 Memorandum).  Because of the 
population growth potential and the proximity to study corridors and 
stations analyzed in this environmental document, a few other major 
projects are also considered as part of the cumulative analysis, 
including the University of California at Merced campus.  Appendix 
3.17-A lists the projects identified for consideration in this cumulative 
impact analysis.  While other project-specific actions may be likely to 
occur in the study area by 2030, this Program EIR/EIS analyzes the 
broad environmental issues based on the broad program definition 
and the regional cumulative impacts and, therefore, does not 
consider the more localized cumulative issues related to subsequent 
approvals.    

Information from existing environmental documents completed for 
regional projects, such as regional transportation plans that include 
transportation improvement projects approved for future 
implementation under the No Project Alternative and projections 
made in the state implementation plan for air quality, were used.  
The list of these projects is included in Chapter 2 (Tables 2.4-1, 
2.4-2, and 2.4-3) and Appendices 2-A, 2-B, and 2-C.   

O007-142 
The 4,500-acre planned community, El Rancho San Benito, which is 
located south of the proposed Pacheco Pass alignment and not in 
the vicinity of the Gilroy station, was included in the cumulative 
impacts analysis.  The Transbay Transit Center and Union City 
projects were also already included in the analysis and identified in 
Appendix 3.17-A.  The project listed in Sacramento was not included 
because it was outside the study area. 

Mitigation strategies for significant impacts are discussed under each 
topic in Chapter 3. 

O007-143 
Please see Standard Response 5 and Response to Comments L029-
61, O007-25, O007-28, O007-37, O007-61, O007-67, and O007-83 
regarding the approach to mitigation strategies and the 
determination of significance with mitigation. 

O007-144 
As listed under 3.1.5, Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance 
Effects, of this Final Program EIR/EIS, one of the local mitigation 
strategies is “Increase bus feeder service and/or add routes to serve 
the proposed station areas.” 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies connectivity for all of the 
station locations options.  Please see Response to Comment O007-
81.  It has been the Authority and FRA’s experience that transit 
providers are consistently willing to work with the Authority to 
provide improved station connectivity (e.g., station design for 
efficient and convenient transfers).  The design of such facilities and 
the corresponding efficiency and convenience can be developed only 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review phase. 

O007-145 
Section 3.7.3 reviews the compatibility of each of the station areas 
with a HST station and notes where TOD planning is already 
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underway.  For instance, the Cities of Tracy (Downtown), San Jose, 
Millbrae, San Francisco, and Union City have developed planning and 
redevelopment documents to promote multimodal stations and TOD, 
with the option for an HST station.  Other station areas have not 
advanced their planning to this level, and in some cases (i.e., 
Livermore, Pleasanton, Fremont) are concerned with the effects of 
an HST station in their community.  As noted for this mitigation 
strategy, the Authority and FRA intend to continue the coordination 
with the planning efforts underway for TOD in the Preferred 
Alternative station areas. 

Please also see Chapter 6, “Station Area Development.” 

O007-146 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Chapter 6, “Station Area 
Development.” 

See also Response to Comment F007-12 for a discussion of the need 
for mitigation of secondary impacts.   

O007-147 
See Standard Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.  The 
Authority and FRA disagree with the statement that the EIR/EIS 
suggests that all potentially significant impacts will be reduced to 
less-than-significant levels.  As noted in Section 3.15.4, a design 
practice for the HST includes the use of bridges or elevated railways 
across water bodies or sensitive natural communities.  The new 
bridges would replace older bridges whenever possible, and the new 
bridges would use materials and designs to minimize the number of 
piles/columns in the water.  This design practice would minimize 
impacts.  Mitigation strategies for impacts on jurisdictional waters 
and wetlands are discussed in Section 3.15.5.  This section notes 
that mitigation strategies are expected to substantially lessen or 
avoid impacts on biological resources in many circumstances, but at 
the program level, sufficient information is not available to conclude 
with certainty that the mitigation strategies will reduce impacts on 
biological resources to a less-than-significant level in all 
circumstances.  The EIR/EIS, therefore, concludes that impacts on 

biological resources would remain significant, even with the 
application of mitigation strategies.  Additional environmental 
analysis for the subsequent Tier 2 document will allow a more 
precise evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures. 

O007-148 
This mitigation strategy can only be further developed in 
collaboration with the local jurisdictions and local/regional transit 
providers during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review phase, when more detailed information will be 
available regarding system engineering and design, alignment 
locations, and station configurations.  Such discussions could not 
realistically be undertaken for all transit providers and all 26 station 
areas (Table 3.1-4) during the program-level environmental 
analyses.    

O007-149 
Mitigation measures for noise are presented in Section 3.4.5, 
Mitigation Strategies and CEQA Significance Conclusions, and will be 
further reviewed and evaluated in project-level environmental 
documents for selected alignments, when more detailed information 
will be available regarding system engineering and design and 
alignment locations. 

O007-150 
This mitigation strategy can only be developed in collaboration with 
the operators of the connecting rail lines (ACE, Capitol Corridor, 
AMTAK [Caltrans], and Caltrain) and truly depends on the 
configuration of the HST system—the identification and ultimate 
approval of the Preferred HST Alternative—and its relation to these 
feeder lines.  The identification of the Preferred Alternative now 
allows for discussion and development of collaborative agreements 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level review phase 
regarding integration of rail services on a line-by-line and station-by-
station basis. 
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O007-151 
The Authority and FRA disagree with the comment that the program-
level mitigation strategies are inadequate.  Please see Standard 
Response 5 regarding mitigation strategies.   

The mitigation strategies in the Draft Program EIS/EIS are included 
because they are considered feasible and have proven to be 
effective for other rail projects.  Costs for these mitigation strategies 
have been included in the overall project costs as a line item in 
Appendix 4-A “Total Construction and Right of Way (Includes 
Environmental Mitigation).” 

O007-152 
Please see Response to Comment O007-69 regarding the evaluation 
of current conditions, the baseline, and the No Project Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA find that the comprehensive information 
provided in the Draft Program EIR/EIS and its level of detail are fully 
sufficient to allow for a meaningful comparison of alignment 
alternatives and network alternatives and for the identification of a 
Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and FRA also find that the 
Program EIR/EIS provides the appropriate information and 
framework for the advancement of the project to the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review phase.  The 
Authority and FRA note, as does the Draft Program EIR/EIS, that the 
next phase will involve more detailed field reviews and engineering 
for the Preferred Alternative alignment, which will in turn enable a 
more precise description of the impacts and the appropriate 
locational and quantitative aspects of the mitigation measures, and 
use of the word “potential” will no longer be needed. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS presents the impacts for all alignments 
and station location options.  A comparison is then made of the 
impacts and benefits of all alignment alternatives and 21 
representative network alternatives—not two alternatives—in 
Chapter 7.  The 21 network alternatives are also compared in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS Summary. 

Each of the impact areas mentioned (with the exception of Energy) 
are categorized as potentially less than significant after mitigation.  
Please also see Response to Comment O007-84.  Energy impacts are 
appropriately identified as beneficial. 

O007-153 
Please see Response to Comments O007-154 through O007-157 
below. 

O007-154 
Section 2.5.2, Alignment Alternatives and Station Locations 
Considered but Rejected, refers the reader (page 2-42) to Appendix 
2-G for a further explanation of the underlying reasons for rejection 
of an alignment or station location.  Please see page 2G-4 for a more 
expanded explanation of why this alternative was eliminated from 
further examination.  

O007-155 
Appendix 2G-4 appropriately describes the status of this corridor and 
the reason for its withdrawal from further consideration. 

O007-156 
See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  It is important to note 
that the HST system is designed to serve intercity travel, not local 
travel as is suggested in the comment.  The existing and future 
BART system and planned Dumbarton service would serve the local 
travel demand between Fremont and San Jose and San Francisco.   

O007-157 
A station at San Jose Mineta International Airport (Santa Clara) was 
appropriately considered but rejected.  Please see Chapter 2 and 
Appendix 2G (page 2-G-2), which states that the Diridon station 
would adequately connect the airport with the HST system.  
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O007-158 
The Authority and FRA intentionally reviewed a reasonable range of 
alternatives for the Bay Area to Central Valley study area, consistent 
with the Authority Board directive and the requirements of CEQA and 
NEPA.  To limit the number of alternatives would have been a 
disservice to the citizens of California.  Please See Response to 
Comment O007-40.  Please also see Response to Comment O007-
34, which suggests that there are an “excessive” number of 
alternatives. 

O007-159 
The environmentally superior alternative is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS in the Summary and in Chapter 8. 

O007-160 
Based on a review of the 161 comments in this letter, and based on 
a review of the public comments provided by the organizations 
represented in this letter for both the statewide and the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley, it is clear to the 
Authority and FRA that the organizations represented prefer the 
Altamont alternative. 

Additionally, the comments in this letter and from the organizations 
represented appear to the Authority and FRA to essentially request 
preparation of a project-level EIR/EIS for all alignment alternatives 
and station location options in advance of identification of a 
Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA do not feel that this is legally necessary.  The 
time, effort, and cost of this approach would essentially halt the HST 
Program, and it ignores the intent and the advantages of preparing a 
program-level review. 

The Authority and FRA have responded to the alleged deficiencies in 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  While a few of our responses have led 
to revisions to the draft document, the Authority and FRA find that 
none of the alleged deficiencies provide sufficient legal justification 
for recirculation of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  

 Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a 
comprehensive description of the alternatives under consideration 
and refers the reader to appropriate detailed maps and drawings.  
Extensive data and information were collected and analyzed and are 
presented in a comprehensive and uniform manner throughout the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS for numerous subject areas for all of the Bay 
Area to Central Valley alignment alternatives and station location 
options.  The comprehensive information provided in the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS and its level of detail are fully sufficient to allow for 
a useful comparison of alignment alternatives and network 
alternatives and for the identification of a Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA also find that the Program EIR/EIS provides 
the appropriate information and framework for the advancement of 
the project to the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review phase.  The Authority and FRA note, as does 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS, that the next phase will involve more 
detailed field reviews and engineering for the Preferred Alternative 
alignment, which will in turn enable a more precise description of the 
impacts and the appropriate locational and quantitative aspects of 
the mitigation measures. 

O007-161 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the contact information and will 
notify these individuals of the release of future relevant documents.
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Comment Letter O008 (Daniel Taylor, Audubon California, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O008 (Daniel Taylor, Audubon California, October 26, 2007) 

O008-1 
The Pacheco Pass network alternatives, including the alignment 
along Henry Miller Road are in areas that have undergone human 
change either through the development of buildings, transportation, 
or through ranching, farming, and other agricultural activities.  The 
alignments were located to minimize impacts on both the built and 
natural environments.  The alignment along Henry Miller Road would 
not directly impact federally owned or managed lands contained in 
the area generally identified as the GEA.  At the project level, 
alternatives will be investigated to further minimize or avoid impacts 
on the GEA (including alternatives to the north and south of the 
Henry Miller alternative).  See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the 
Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or 
open space easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

The construction and operation of the HST would not undo 
conservation efforts.  Establishment of the GEA occurred well after 
roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well established, 
and the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not further result in 
additional fragmentation.   

Subsequent Tier 2 project-level analysis would include analysis of 
site-specific impacts, including those related to birds, and specific 
mitigation measures for impacts on biological resources will be 
identified.  Site-specific mitigation measures will be developed 
through consultation with state and federal resource agencies.  
During project-level review, where the agencies determine that 
mitigation is required to address site-specific impacts from the HST 
system, mitigation measures may include easements to preserve 
habitat for sensitive biological resources.  The Authority would 
coordinate with agencies and ongoing mitigation programs in limiting 
impacts on biological resources and in developing appropriate 
mitigation measures.  In the area along Henry Miller Road and 
through the Diablo Range, the Authority would work with 

stakeholders in developing mitigation that would benefit the GEA and 
surrounding area. 

O008-2 
See Response to Comment O008-1 regarding impacts on the GEA.  
Please also see the Response to Comment Letters S006, L029 and 
O011.  

O008-3 
Similar to the GEA area, the area identified as Bolsa de San Felipe 
near Gilroy is crisscrossed by a number of roads, and canals and has 
undergone human change through the development of buildings or 
through ranching, farming and other agricultural activities.  See also 
Response to Comment O008-1 regarding future Tier 2 analyses and 
potential mitigation measures.   

O008-4 
See Response to Comment O008-1 regarding impacts on the GEA.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter O009 (Jason Rhine, California Outdoor Heritage Alliance, October 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O009 (Jason Rhine, California Outdoor Heritage Alliance, October 22, 2007) 

O009-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of the comments from 
the California Outdoor Heritage Alliance and the stated opposition to 
the Pacheco Pass alternative.  The Pacheco Pass is identified as the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Reasons for this 
are provided in Responses to Comments S009-8, L001-3, and L029-
72 and in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.   

None of the alignments studied as part of this Program EIR/EIS 
would extend through Los Banos.  The Preferred Alternative 
identified by the Authority is the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and 
San Jose Termini, which includes the Henry Miller alignment, which 
would extend through a portion of the area identified as the GEA.  
The Henry Miller alignment alternative was colocated with Henry 
Miller Road to minimize potential environmental impacts and was 
further designed at the program level to include over a 3-mile 
elevated segment through the GEA.    

The Henry Miller alignment would extend along Henry Miller Road 
through two southern portions of the GEA boundary and between, 
but not across, areas now managed by public agencies.  The 
construction and operation of the HST would not undo conservation 
efforts or past efforts to protect and preserve the area.  The area of 
the GEA crossed by the project is already bisected by transportation 
and infrastructure facilities, including rail and roadways, and also 
includes housing development, farm operations, and land under 
active agricultural production.  Establishment of the GEA occurred 
well after roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well 
established, and the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not 
further result in additional fragmentation.   

Future project-level analyses would include focused surveys for 
state- and federally threatened and endangered species, wetlands 
delineations, detailed identification of habitat, and wildlife 
movement/migration corridors to further identify impacts and 

develop site-specific mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering 
design refinements would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize 
environmental impacts.  This will include evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed Henry 
Miller alignment (between the Central Valley and the Pacheco Pass).  
Future project-level analyses will include careful consideration of 
construction and operations impacts from the HST system and 
additional efforts to avoid and minimize impacts on wildlife, including 
migrating waterfowl, recognizing both conservation and hunting 
activities in the area.  See also Section 3.15.5 regarding the 
Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or 
open space easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA. 

O009-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the rationale for 
identifying the Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via the 
Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.   

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the California Outdoor Heritage 
Alliance’s support for the Altamont alignment.  The Pacheco Pass is 
identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Reasons for this are provided in Response to Comments S009-8, 
L001-3, and L029-72 and in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  
Please also see Response to Comment Letters the L0019 and L034.   

O009-3 
During project-level review of the Preferred Alternative, the Authority 
will coordinate with agencies and ongoing mitigation programs in 
limiting impacts on biological resources and in developing 
appropriate mitigation measures.  In the area along Henry Miller 
Road, the Authority would work with stakeholders in developing 
wildlife habitat and wetlands mitigation that would benefit the GEA 
and surrounding area. 
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Comment Letter O010 (Lech Naumovich, California Native Plant Society, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter  O010 – Continued 
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Comment Letter  O010 - Continued 
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Comment Letter  O010 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O010 (Lech Naumovich, California Native Plant Society, October 26, 2007) 

O010-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society.   

O010-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge and share the East Bay Chapter 
of the California Native Plant Society’s concerns regarding impacts 
on open land.  As noted in this Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and 
FRA have by design identified alignments, including the Preferred 
Alternative, that are adjacent to or within existing public 
transportation right-of-way to reduce the impacts of the HST system. 

O010-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The ridership reports were developed with 
the intent of providing a large amount of information to many 
different types of readers, including the “lay person.” 

 
Annual HST ridership should be divided by 365 to obtain average 
daily HST ridership.  Ridership forecasts have been included in a 
summary, comparative fashion in the Program EIR/EIS.  The 
forecasting process and results have been thoroughly documented in 
a series of technical reports that are posted on the Authority web 
site at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ridership/.  These reports 
have been available at this location throughout the public comment 
period for the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  See Chapter 4 regarding 
costs. 

O010-4 
The Authority and FRA understand the need for public support of the 
HST system during the planning, construction, and operating phases 
of this statewide public works project.  Information regarding the 
project’s impacts and benefits will be increasingly available for public 
review and comment as the preliminary engineering and project-

level environmental reviews are completed for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley and the other corridors throughout the state. 

O010-5 
While the HST system may result in additional fire danger, the 
design of the HST trackway and operating systems would be state-
of-the-art, would minimize the potential fire risk, and would include 
preventive and protective measures for public safety and security.  
Further study of such risks would be included in future Tier 2 
project-level environmental analyses.  

O010-6 
Air travel estimates are not extrapolated from year 2000 data as 
asserted in the comment.  Travel forecasts for all modes, including 
air, are based on a statistical model that first predicts total statewide 
travel, irrespective of travel mode, based on demographic and 
economic forecasts for each community.  Total statewide travel is 
then assigned to one of the available travel modes (air, auto, 
conventional rail, or HST) based on the relative time, cost, 
convenience, and related factors of all travel options available in 
each market.    

The 77% value noted by the commenter, which was shown in Table 
1.2-2, is a third party projection that is shown for reference purposes 
only.  As noted in Table 1.2-2, “these data … differ from the HST 
ridership forecasting model, which includes only in-state travelers.”  
Table 5.4 in the Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and 
Revenue Forecasting Study, Final Report shows a 47% increase in 
intrastate air travel between 2000 and 2030, which is consistent with 
projected population and employment growth during this time 
period.  

O010-7 
The ridership and revenue forecasts used in the Program EIR/EIS 
rely on official population and employment forecasts developed by 
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the California Department of Finance and regional planning agencies 
throughout the state.  The forecasts in the Program EIR/EIS assume 
continuation of current trends regarding telecommuting, fuel costs 
and similar factors that influence people’s desire and willingness to 
travel.  Although ridership and revenue sensitivity tests were 
developed to understand the potential effects of changes in these 
factors, the “most likely” future scenario, based on continuation of 
current trends, was used for the Program EIR/EIS rather than 
speculative changes in some variables. 

O010-8 
Table 3.1-2, Impacts to 2030 Peak-Hour Traffic on Intercity 
Freeways from Diversion to HST, of the Final Program EIR/EIS 
illustrates the magnitude of traffic diversions that are expected on 
regional routes in Bay Area to Central Valley region. The table shows 
that where urban traffic dominates, the traffic savings are modest. 
On I-5 south of I-580 where regional traffic is more in the 
preponderance, the HST diversion approaches 20%, which is a 
substantial change on a congested freeway. 

O010-9 
The Authority and FRA concur with the assertion that employers 
emphasize proximity to employees and consumers over avoidance of 
traffic congestion when making business location decisions.  These 
principles influence the economic growth analysis presented in 
Chapter 5.  The HST system would improve access to both 
employees and consumers for all areas of the state, particularly the 
Central Valley.  At the same time, the HST system would offer 
modest improvements in travel time, cost and accessibility, especially 
for medium-to-long distance intrastate trips.  The combination of 
these HST benefits creates the growth-inducement potential 
reported in Chapter 5. 

O010-10 
Section 3.7.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS reviews the compatibility 
of each of the station areas with a HST station and notes where TOD 
planning is already underway.  For instance, the Cities of Tracy 

(Downtown), San Jose, Millbrae, San Francisco, and Union City have 
developed planning and redevelopment documents to promote 
multimodal stations and TOD, with the option for an HST station.  
The Authority and FRA intend to continue the coordination with the 
planning efforts underway for TOD in the Preferred Alternative 
station areas. 

The Authority and FRA agree that providing alternatives to the 
automobile via the provision of local, regional, and statewide transit 
options is a worthwhile goal.  The HST system is focused on the 
longer distance markets, but the Authority and FRA are critically 
aware of the need for integrated regional commute and local transit 
connections as part of the mix of transit options to the automobile. 

O010-11 
The growth inducement potential is not a function of introducing the 
HST system, per se, but rather the travel time, cost, and accessibility 
benefits that the HST system would provide relative to other travel 
options that are available from that community.  Since it is possible 
to accurately predict travel times and costs via HST, it is irrelevant 
“that there is no model community with a recently developed HST 
system.”  Even though most Central Valley communities have 
substantially lower housing costs than Bay Area communities, the 
HST system’s growth-inducement potential is limited since HST does 
not provide faster door-to-door travel times than auto in most short 
to medium distance travel markets between the Central Valley and 
Bay Area. 

O010-12 
This comment provides data on rare plants located in the Altamont 
Pass area.  This data will be used for detailed surveys as part of the 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis, should the Altamont Pass 
alignment be selected, and for any alignments that may have the 
potential to affect these species.  The Preferred Alternative identified 
by the Authority is the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose 
Termini as discussed in Chapter 8.   
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O010-13 
The spelling for Diablo helianthella has been corrected in Section 
3.15 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.    

O010-14 
A description of the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) lands 
has been added to Section 3.15.  The Altamont Pass alignments 
would pass under the Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park and the 
Vargas Plateau in a tunnel and would be alongside the rail corridor 
and elevated through the Alameda Creek Quarries Regional 
Recreation Area and would minimize potential impacts on biological 
resources.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzed the potential 
environmental impacts, including biological resources and wetlands, 
of the HST alignment alternatives and stations regardless of land 
designation.  Impacts on resources within and outside of EBRPD 
lands were analyzed and are documented in the Draft and Final 
Program EIR/EIS.   

The Tri-Valley Conservancy lands would not be affected by the 
Altamont Pass alignments since the alignment would be within the I-
580 corridor and would not affect conservancy lands to the north.  
The alignment along the UPRR would be more than 1 mile away 
from conservancy lands to the south.  Parks are discussed in Section 
3.16. 

O010-15 
The San Francisco Bay Area Upland Habitat Goals Project is a 
science-based process that will use existing and new data, 
supplemented by expert opinion, to recommend the types, amounts, 
and distribution of upland habitats, linkages, compatible uses, and 
the ecological processes needed to sustain diverse and healthy 
communities of plant, fish and wildlife resources in the nine-county 

Bay Area.  These habitat protection recommendations are intended 
to inform, but not to dictate, protection strategies and stewardship 
policies for conservation targets in the nine counties of the Bay Area.  
The project is anticipated to be completed in 2008.  The final results 
of the Upland Habitat Goals Project would be used as part of the Tier 
2 project-level environmental analysis.   

Text has been added to Section 3.15 regarding the East Alameda 
County Conservation Strategy (EACCS).  HST planning and 
implementation would be coordinated with the EACCS if alignments 
are pursued in eastern Alameda County.  The EACCs is not 
anticipated to be completed until 2009.  

The Authority and FRA appreciate the references to the Bay Area 
Open Space Council’s Upland Habitat Goals Project.  Please note that 
the Preferred Alternative would not affect these areas in Alameda 
County.  As part of the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review, the Authority and FRA will review the status 
of and potential impacts on this ongoing open space planning. 

O010-16 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the opposition of the East Bay 
Chapter of the California Native Plant Society to the proposed HST 
system as described in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the Society’s 
concerns regarding impacts on undeveloped lands, and the Society’s 
rejection of the ridership, expenses, and benefits as presented in the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA acknowledge the 
contact information provided in this letter. 
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Comment Letter O011 (Rudolph A. Rosen, Ph.D., Ducks Unlimited, October 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O011 (Rudolph A. Rosen, Ph.D., Ducks Unlimited, October 22, 2007) 

O011-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified by the Authority is the Pacheco 
Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini, which includes the Henry 
Miller alignment, which would extend through a portion of the area 
identified as the GEA.   

The Pacheco Pass network alternatives, including the alignment 
along Henry Miller Road, are within areas that have undergone 
human change either through the development of buildings and 
transportation or through ranching, farming, and other agricultural 
activities.  The alignments were located to minimize impacts on both 
the built and natural environments.  The alignment along Henry 
Miller Road would not directly impact the state- or federally owned 
or managed lands contained within the GEA.   

The use of elevated sections of the HST system has been included to 
minimize impacts through the GEA.  Mitigation strategies to minimize 
impacts on sensitive species and habitat and wildlife movement 
corridors, such as underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts, and 
aerial structures have been included in this Program EIR/EIS.  The 
design of these crossings will be further delineated at the project 
level document to ensure that the design, shape, and size would be 
sufficient to establish functional corridors facilitating wildlife 
connectivity and permeability.  The design will be developed in 
consultation with the resource agencies.  

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would extend through two 
southern portions of the GEA boundary and between, but not across, 
areas now managed by public agencies.  This alignment alternative 
would be adjacent to the existing Henry Miller Road and would avoid 
or minimize potential impacts on biological resources.  The western 
portion crossed by the alignment alternative closest to Los Banos 
would extend adjacent to Henry Miller Road and the San Luis 
Wasteway and cross Ingomar Road south of the Volta Wildlife Area.  
This area of the GEA is already bisected by transportation and 
infrastructure facilities, including rail and roadways, and also includes 

housing development, farm operations, and land under active 
agricultural production.  The other area of the GEA crossed by the 
alignment is south of the CDFG Los Banos Wildlife Area.  The 
alignment would extend approximately 3.3 miles on elevated 
structure, through the GEA boundary along Henry Miller Road.  This 
area of the GEA is bisected by Henry Miller Avenue/Road, State 
Route 165, Baker Road, Delta Road, Santa Fe Grade, Criswell 
Avenue, and a number of manmade canals and also includes housing 
development, farm operations, and land under active agricultural 
production.    

The Henry Miller alignment alternative would not further fragment 
habitat since the alignment is adjacent to Henry Miller Road, an 
existing facility, and would be elevated for almost half the distance 
through the GEA.  The general area designation of the GEA occurred 
well after roads, utilities, farms, and residences were already well 
established, and the Henry Miller alignment alternative would not 
further result in additional fragmentation. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS states that aerial structures would be 
used to avoid impacts on the flow of water in streams, channels, 
canals, and sloughs.  In addition, the HST would restore impacts on 
floodplains to their prior operation by constructing culverts under the 
tracks to convey anticipated storm flows and to minimize ponding.  
Impacts of specific water crossings and on floodplains will be 
addressed in the Tier 2 project-level document when design of these 
facilities would be available.   

Access routes, such as those to hunting clubs, would either be 
preserved or rerouted to provide full access.     

To mitigate construction impacts on sensitive areas and habitat (as 
defined at the project level), in-line construction (i.e., use new rail 
infrastructure as it is built) will be used to transport equipment 
to/from the construction site and to transport excavated material 
away from the construction to appropriate reuse or disposal sites. 
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The potential to induce growth in the GEA or the Los Banos area 
would be limited because no station or maintenance facility would be 
located in this area.  The closest proposed stations are located in 
Merced and Gilroy. 

Future project-level analyses would include focused surveys for 
state- and federally threatened and endangered species and detailed 
identification of habitat, wildlife movement/migration corridors, 
potential for noise and collision impacts, and wetlands and water 
resources (including water quality) to further identify HST 
construction and operational impacts and develop site specific 
mitigation measures.  In addition, engineering design refinements 
would be undertaken to avoid and/or minimize environmental 
impacts.  This will include evaluating design alternatives to the north 
and south of the current proposed Henry Miller alignment (between 
the Central Valley and the Pacheco Pass).  See also Section 3.15.5 
regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

Refer also to Response to Comment Letter L029 for responses to 
comments raised by the Grassland Water District. 
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Comment Letter O012 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, October 23, 2007) 
To view attachments of this comment letter see electronic file: 
O 012 PCL.pdf 
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Response to Letter O012 (Gary A. Patton, Planning and Conservation League, October 23, 2007) 

O012-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Planning and Conservation League.  The Authority and FRA received 
a letter from Stuart M. Flashman in which he states that he is 
representing the Planning and Conservation League.  Please refer to 
the Response to Comment Letter O007. 

O012-2 
Comment noted.  The Authority appreciates receiving a copy of the 
article. 

O012-3 
The FPEIS/FPEIR includes a discussion and analysis of global climate 
change.  The proposed HST system is shown to have net beneficial 
impacts related to climate change. Where beneficial impacts have 
been identified, mitigation measures are not required. 
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Comment Letter O013 (Carl Guardino, Silicon Valley Leadership Group, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O013 (Carl Guardino, Silicon Valley Leadership Group, October 25, 2007) 

O013-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Silicon Valley Leadership Group.  Consistent with this letter, the 
Pacheco Pass Alternative is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative. 

O013-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Silicon Valley Leadership 
Group’s representation. 

O013-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

The HST system is intended to meet the needs and serve the 
purposes identified in this comment, namely the alleviation of 
pressure on California’s major airports, the inability to easily expand 
or build new highways, and the reduction in GHG emissions. 

The statements in support of the Pacheco Pass Alternative are 
among the reasons for identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS, namely the fast, 
frequent, and efficient service between Southern California and 
northern California’s major urban areas, the electrification and 
grade-separation of Caltrain from Gilroy to San Francisco, and the 
integration of the HST and Caltrain commuter rail, providing more 
extensive transit options and service. 

Consistent with the Silicon Valley Leadership Group’s support for 
improved commuter service between the Central Valley and Silicon 
Valley, the Authority is working with the Region’s transit providers 
and planning agencies to assist in the identification of commuter rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  In that these improvements 
would not meet the Purpose and Need for the HST program, they 
are not considered part of the HST Program, but rather an 
opportunity for the region to improve mobility and access in this 
corridor and provide connectivity to the HST system. The Authority is 
currently working with regional stakeholders on the pursuit of 
funding for possible commuter rail improvements in the Altamont 
Corridor. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Organizations 
 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-108

 

Comment Letter O014 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O014 (Alan C. Miller, Train Riders Association of California, October 26, 2007) 

O014-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
TRAC.  The Authority and FRA received a letter from Stuart M. 
Flashman in which he states that he is representing TRAC.  Please 
refer to the Response to Comment O007. 

O014-2 
Thank you for your submittal. 

The graphic provided by Mr. Miller at the Authority Board meeting is 
included as part of TRAC’s comments.  

Please see Response to Comment O007. 
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Comment Letter O015 (Kenneth A. Gosting, Transportation Involves Everyone [TIE], October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter O015 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O015 (Kenneth A. Gosting, Transportation Involves Everyone [TIE], October 26, 2007) 

O015-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from 
Transportation Involves Everyone (TIE).  The comment letter is part 
of the record for this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

O015-2 
Please see Response to Comment O006-3.  Please also see Standard 
Responses 1 and 2. 

The Authority and FRA do not agree with these contention that the 
Draft Program EIR/EIS is fatally flawed or that it would undermine 
CEQA.  Please see responses to comments below. 

O015-3 
No response is necessary for this statement. 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides meaningful data and analysis to 
support the identification of a Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Rather than offer a judgment as to which 
alignment alternative would be the best route, the Draft PEIR/PEIS 
evaluates the impacts and benefits of various alignment alternatives 
and station location options for the Bay Area to Central Valley.  
Please see Response to Comment L001-3, and Standard Responses 
1, 2, and 3. 

O015-4 
Please see Response to Comment O015-1. 

Please see Standard Responses 1 & 2 regarding the level of detail 
provided in the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

O015-5 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides extensive and factual 
information that is sufficient for informed decision-making, which is 
one of the intended uses of this draft document.  The Authority and 
FRA find this information fully sufficient to identify a Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard 
Response 1.  Please see Response to Comments O007-86 and O007-
87 regarding the air quality impacts.  Please see Response to 
Comment O007-21 regarding reduction in vehicular miles traveled 
and congestion levels.  

The Draft Program EIR/EIS presented the regional emissions analysis 
of the Pacheco Base Build Alternative.  The Final Program EIR/EIS 
presents the regional emissions analysis for the two “base” network 
alternatives (Pacheco Base, and Altamont Base).  This analysis, on a 
regional level, details the emission burdens generated by each 
alternative in each of the immediately affected air basins (San 
Joaquin and San Francisco).  The analysis presented in Section 3.3 in 
the Program EIR/EIS clearly shows a reduction in pollutants 
generated from mobile sources under the Build Alternative as 
compared to the No Project Alternative and shows that this reduction 
is basically the same for either the Altamont or Pacheco Pass 
alternatives.  It is expected that these predicted emission reductions 
would also be beneficial to air quality in Yosemite. 

O015-6 
The benefits from the proposed HST system depend on how many 
residents would actually use it instead of driving on intercity trips, 
not simply the number of registered vehicles in various areas. The 
expected effect of either the Pacheco or Altamont HST alternatives 
will be to decrease traffic on most intercity highways while 
increasing it locally on streets in station areas. Table 3.1-2 in Section 
3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, shows traffic decreases 
expected on I-580, I-5, and SR 99 from diversions to HST to be 
about the same for either the Altamont or Pacheco Pass alternatives, 
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although there was more decrease from the Pacheco Pass 
alternative. 

O015-7 
Table 3.3-7 highlights the air quality benefits of the project.  Using 
the benefit rating system established for the project, the Build 
Alternative is predicted to have medium to high benefits on regional 
air quality levels.  This table will be expanded to include both base 
alternatives (Pacheco Base, and, Altamont Base). 

O015-8 
Considering that California condors can range up to 150 miles in a 
day, it is possible that one of the 16 condors currently at Pinnacles 
National Monument (as of Dec. 2007) (source: 
http://www.nps.gov/pinn/naturescience/upload/Condor_Status-
Dec07.pdf), it is possible that a condor may occasionally fly over 
Pacheco Pass, similar to the way that condors from the Mt. Pinos 
area may occasionally fly over cities like Ventura and Bakersfield.  
However, because no part of the alignment is located within the 
critical habitat for the species, impacts on this species would be 
minimal to none. 

O015-9 
The Authority and FRA respectfully disagree with the assertion that 
the Program EIR/EIS gives inadequate attention to “land use sprawl 
and attendant traffic congestion.”  Chapter 5, and the accompanying 
technical report, Economic Growth Effects Analysis of the Bay Area 
to Central Valley Program-Level EIR and Tier 1 EIS, provide a 
detailed analysis of potential economic growth and related impacts 
(including traffic congestion).  Please refer to Standard Response 4 
and Chapter 6 (Station Area Development).O015-10 

Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, the Preferred Alternative is 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS, following public comment on 
the Draft Program EIR/EIS. 

O015-11 
The specific mitigation measures as suggested in the letter will be 
considered in Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. 
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Comment Letter O016 (Florence M. LaRiviere, Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, October 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter O016 (Florence M. LaRiviere, Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, October 26, 2007) 

O016-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of public comments 
from the Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge and the 
Committee’s interest in the Clean Water Act regulations, policies, 
implementation and enforcement. 

O016-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Pacheco Pass network alternatives are within areas that have 
undergone human change either through the development of 
buildings, transportation, or through ranching, farming and other 
agricultural activities.  The alignments were located to minimize 
impacts on both the built and natural environments. The use of 
tunnels and elevated sections of the HST system have been included 
to minimize impacts through open space resources and sensitive 
habitats.  Mitigation strategies are discussed in Section 3.15 in the 
program EIR/EIS to minimize impacts on sensitive species, habitat, 
wetlands, and wildlife movement corridors. 

O016-3 
The analysis of this Program EIR/EIS concluded that the Pacheco 
Pass alternatives would have slightly less growth inducement 
potential than the Altamont Pass alternatives (please refer to 
Chapter 5 of the Program EIR/EIS). Please also see Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth inducement. 

O016-4 
Please see Response to Comment O016-2. 

Potential impacts on the San Francisco Bay and the Don Edwards 
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, discussed in Section 
3.15, played an important part in the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative identified by the Authority is 
the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8.   

Refer to Response to Comment F002-10 regarding the kit fox. 

O016-5 
Please see Response to Comment O016-2. 

Comment acknowledged.  This is not the Preferred Alternative; 
however, if it is carried forward to the project level environmental 
analysis, a more detailed analysis of the direct and indirect, and 
duration of potential wetland and noise and vibration impacts on the 
potentially affected areas would be performed. 

O016-6 
Please see Response to Comment O016-2. 

Comment acknowledged.  This is not the Preferred Alternative; 
however, if it is carried forward to the project level environmental 
analysis, a more detailed analysis of the potential construction 
impacts would be performed.  Future project-level analysis would 
include study of the following: 

• Duration and timing of construction activities and associated 
disturbances 

• Examination of potential ground disturbances and shading 

• An examination of the operating and maintenance procedures 
across the proposed bridge to understand what the potential 
impacts are. 
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O016-7 
The Authority and FRA have identified the Pacheco Pass Alignment 
are the Preferred Alternative for the reasons identified in Chapter 8 
of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter O017 (Bill Allayaud et. al., Sierra Club, California, October 26, 2007) 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Organizations 
 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 23-118

 

Response to Letter O017 (Bill Allayaud et. al., Sierra Club, California, October 26, 2007) 

O017-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from the 
Sierra Club - California.  The Authority and FRA received a letter 
from Stuart M. Flashman in which he states that he is representing 
the Sierra Club. 

O017-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Sierra Club’s support for the 
concept of High Speed Rail.  The Authority and FRA likewise are 
committed to a proposed HST system that recognizes and 
incorporates smart energy solutions, reduction in GHGs, safe and 
healthy communities, and preservation of wildlife and habitat. 

As noted in the Program EIR/EIS, the purpose of the HST system is 
to provide an environmentally friendly alternative to highways or 
airways for long-distance intercity travel in the State of California.  In 
response to the Sierra Club’s request, the Authority Board has 
directed evaluation of the feasibility of powering the HST system 
using zero emission sources of electricity.  The Authority and FRA 
are committed to smart growth and urban infill, as evidenced by 
chapter 6 “Station Area Development” of the Program EIR/EIS 
document.  Please also see chapter 8 and the Summary of the 
Program EIR/EIS regarding the “Altamont Corridor.” 

O017-3 

Please see Response to Comment Letter O007 from Mr. Flashman.  
The Authority and FRA find that the differences in environmental 
impacts between the Altamont and Pacheco Alternatives are clearly 
presented in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” 
of the Draft Program EIR/EIS provides a comprehensive description 
of the alternatives under consideration and refers the reader to 
appropriate detailed maps and drawings.  A map showing publicly 

owned lands is provided as Figure 3.16-1 in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Please see Responses to Comments Lo29-57 and O007-
134 regarding the identification and listing of 4(f) and 6(f) resources. 

O017-4 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS recognized the importance of the federal 
and state lands in proximity to and along the alignment alternatives 
being considered for the HST system linking the San Francisco Bay 
Area and the Central Valley.  The analysis contained in the program 
EIR/EIS included the potential environmental impacts, including 
biological resources and wetlands, of the HST alignment alternatives 
and stations regardless of land designation.  Impacts on resources 
within and outside of ownership/management boundaries were 
analyzed and are documented in the Draft and Final Program 
EIR/EIS.  Additional information has been added to the document 
regarding parks and conservation lands. 

O017-5 
See Response to Comment O007-22. 

O017-6 
In terms of service to the upper San Joaquin Valley, the HST system 
approved at the conclusion of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
includes corridors and stations for HST service through the Central 
Valley from southern California to Sacramento, regardless of the 
Preferred Alternative selected for the Bay Area to Central Valley.   

Consistent with the current statewide bond measure for 2008, the 
Authority Board has selected as its first phase the line from Anaheim 
to the Bay Area, and has stated its intent to subsequently add 
service to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The first phase of the 
Board-adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track 
from Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
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Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The Authority recognizes the desire of the Central Valley to be 
served.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative serving as the primary north/south alignment between 
southern and northern California, the Authority is working with 
regional partners on identifying additional improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor, and correspondingly, the is pursuing  high-speed 
rail bond funds for such improvements. 

O017-7 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the receipt of the Sierra Club’s 
comments.  The Authority and FRA do not find that the 
environmental document needs to be recirculated.  Please see 
Response to Comment O007-160.  Please see Standard Responses 1 
and 2.  
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Comment Letter I001 (Thomas Hartmann, July 24, 2007) 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-2

 

Response to Letter I001 (Thomas Hartmann, July 24, 2007) 

I001-1 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final Program EIR/EIS) 
identifies the Pacheco Pass near State Route (SR) 152 as the 
Preferred Alternative, consistent with this comment.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I001-2 
The labels being referred to in this comment contain the alignment 
name rather than the station location names.  West Oakland or 12th 
Street City Center are two station location options, near or under the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations. 

I001-3 
The “Caltrain Shared Use” symbol is not a station but rather 
identifies the alignment.  The California High-Speed Rail Authority 
(Authority) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) are aware 
of the proposed BART extension to San Jose and Santa Clara. 

I001-4 
The high-speed train (HST) system would be fully fenced to prevent 
encroachment onto the tracks. 

I001-5 
The HST system would be fully grade separated.  If appropriate, 
some streets may be closed at the tracks. 

I001-6 
The HST tracks would be fully separate from the freight tracks. 

I001-7 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support for 
Palo Alto.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Palo Alto site will continue to be 
investigated at the project level if the HST project moves forward.  
The preferred alternative for the “Mid-Peninsula Station” is to 
“continue to investigate both potential sites and working with local 
agencies and the Caltrain JPB determine whether a Mid-Peninsula 
station site should be recommended.” 

I001-8 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge Mr. Hartman’s desire to ride the 
HST. 
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Comment Letter I002 (Robert S. Allen, June 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I002 (Robert S. Allen, June 27, 2007) 

 
I002-1  
Depending on their origin and destination, rail system riders will 
typically make a decision regarding the best route depending on the 
convenience, safety, travel times, and costs.  For instance, South 
Bay riders could well select an Altamont HST service to Sacramento.  
This alternative was therefore evaluated in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS. 

I002-2  
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  The HST route from Los Angeles to Sacramento is 
assumed as part of the statewide HST system.  Improvements to the 
Capitol Corridor services and facilities are reviewed in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Regional Rail Plan.  
Please also see Response to Comment I002-1.  Improvements to the 
Capitol were considered as part of the Authority’s and FRA’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS (November 2005).    

I002-3  
Improvements to the Capital Corridor services and facilities are 
reviewed in the MTC Regional Rail Plan.   

I002-4  
The Authority and FRA are working with regional stakeholders to 
review rail transit improvements in the Altamont Corridor, including 
appropriate use of and connections to BART. 

I002-5  
Connectivity to local transit for a future East Bay HST system could 
be reviewed as part of a possible future HST extension to the 
Preferred Alternative from San Jose to Oakland. 

I002-6  
The BART transbay tube between San Francisco and Oakland has 
been included in the evaluation of HST options contained in this 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I002-7  
The alignment and possible station locations of a future East Bay 
HST system could be reviewed as part of a possible future HST 
extension to the Preferred Alternative from San Jose to Oakland. 

I002-8  
Consistent with this comment, Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

I002-9  
The Authority and FRA appreciate the offer to discuss Mr. Allen’s 
ideas regarding rail systems.
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Comment Letter I003 (Steve Tyson, August 7, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I003 (Steve Tyson, August 7, 2007) 

I003-1 
The Authority and FRA Acknowledge receipt of Mr. Tyson’s 
comments. 

I003-2 
The type of HST service being proposed for California would operate 
on tracks dedicated to the HST system, which would be separate 
from freight tracks—unlike the AMTRAK services currently provided 
on the East Coast and in California.  The proposed California HST 
trains would therefore not be subject to delays from freight trains.  
The HST experience in both Europe and Japan has shown that the 
high-speed systems can generate positive revenues once the system 
is constructed. 

I003-3 
Transportation improvements can be costly, whether for a new or 
expanded airport, a new or expanded freeway, or a new or 
expanded rail system.  For the statewide program EIR/EIS, the 
Authority and FRA did evaluate a “modal” alternative—a combination 
of air and highway expansions—with the HST alternative.  As noted 
in the Record of Decision for the statewide program EIS: 

The analysis in the Final Program EIR/EIS confirms that the 
capacity of California’s intercity transportation system is insufficient 
to meet existing and future demand, and the current and projected 
future congestion of the system will continue to result in 
deteriorating air quality, reduced reliability, and increased travel 
times.  The state’s intercity transportation system has not kept 
pace with the tremendous increase in the population and tourism in 
the state.  The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and 
the conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel 
market are currently operating at or near capacity, and will require 
large public investments for maintenance and expansion in order to 
serve existing and future demand.  The need for improvements 
serving intercity travel within California is described further in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS… 

The evaluation indicates that the Modal Alternative, improvement 
to existing highway and air modes of intercity travel, would help 
meet projected needs for intercity travel in 2020, but would not 
satisfy the purpose and objectives of the program as well as the 
HST alternative.  In addition the capital cost of the Modal 
Alternative would be over two times the estimated capital cost of 
the HST Alternative, and the Modal Alternative would have 
considerably less sustainable capacity than the HST Alternative to 
serve California’s intercity travel needs beyond 2020. 

The evaluation of the Final Program EIR/EIS also indicates that 
taking no action under the No Project Alternative would not meet 
the intercity travel needs projected for the future (2020 and 
beyond) as population continues to grow, and would fail to meet 
the purpose and objectives of the program which can be met by 
the Preferred HST Alternative.  The No Project Alternative would 
result in environmental impacts but would not offer travel 
improvements compared to the Modal and HST Alternatives.  

The evaluation of the Final Program EIR/EIS indicates that the HST 
Alternative is more effective in meeting the program objectives 
within the time frame needed and would result in fewer adverse 
impacts than the Modal or No Project Alternatives.  The Preferred 
HST System Alternative would result in energy savings, air quality 
improvement and transportation capacity improvements, as 
compared to the No Project Alternative.  In addition to meeting the 
program objectives, the Preferred HST System Alternative would 
also provide environmental benefits in the form of increased 
efficiency in energy use for transportation, decreased energy 
consumption [e.g., oil fuels consumption], improved air quality, 
improved travel conditions (including mobility, safety, reliability, 
travel times, and connectivity and accessibility) and reduced 
vehicle-miles-traveled for intercity trips.  Given the environmental 
benefits it would provide and relative potential for adverse 
environmental impact, the HST Alternative is the environmentally 
preferable alternative. (Federal Record of Decision on 
Statewide Program EIS.) 
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The HST system would provide extensive capacity, and the current 
operating plan would mean that the HSTs could be using the tracks 
every 6–10 minutes in the year 2030.  While the HST system would 
be government regulated, it is anticipated that the system will be 
privately operated.  Rather than limit service, the HST operator will 
want to provide service levels that meet the extensive demand. 

I003-4 
Please note that the HST system has been designed to be connected 
to many modes of local transit.  Security checks, if any, will be 
limited and will not be as time consuming as air travel.  Additionally, 
with the current cost of gasoline, many travelers are likely to find the 
HST as a preferable alternative to the automobile. 

I003-5 
Please see Response to Comment I003-3. 

I003-6 
Please see Response to Comment I003-3. Please also see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification of the Pacheco Pass 
as the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 2 for alternatives 
considered but rejected. 
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Comment Letter I004 (Mara Craggs, August 25, 2007) 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-9

 

Response to Letter I004 (Mara Craggs, August 25, 2007) 

I004-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter I005 (Albert L. Wege, August 27 2007) 
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Response to Letter I005 (Albert L. Wege, August 27, 2007) 

I005-1 
The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part for the reasons noted in this comment.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I006 (Jim Tatarazuk, August 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I006 (Jim Tatarazuk, August 27, 2007) 

I006-1 
The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part for the reasons noted in this comment.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I007 (Jack Munro, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I007 (Jack Munro, August 24, 2007) 

I007-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the commenter’s support for the 
HST system. The support of the Pacheco Pass alternative is 
consistent with the Preferred Alternative described in Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part for the reasons noted in this comment.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I007-2 
The Authority did evaluate connectivity of the HST station location 
options in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
includes intermodal facilities at each station location. 

Given the additional planning, engineering, and costs that would be 
required for the commenter’s suggested Ferry Building intermodal 
center, and given the currently proposed Transbay Transit Center as 
described in the Program EIR/EIS, provision of a new San Francisco 
intermodal facility at the Ferry Building is beyond the scope of the 
HST Project. 
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Comment Letter I008 (Dennis W. Pinion, September 1, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I008 (Dennis W. Pinion, September 1, 2007) 

I008-1  
The Authority and FRA have defined the purpose of and need for an 
HST system in California, as reviewed in Chapter 1. 

I008-2  
The Authority recommendation, as discussed in Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS, acknowledges the need for rail transit 
improvements in both the Altamont and Pacheco Pass corridors.  
Pacheco Pass has been identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative for the HST system, for some of the 
reasons identified in this comment.  Please also see Standard 
Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I008-3  
Pacheco Pass has been identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative for the HST system, for some of the 
reasons identified in this comment.  Please also see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I008-4  
The Authority and FRA have defined the purpose of and need for an 
HST system in California, as reviewed in Chapter 1. 

I008-5  
The Authority and FRA are pursuing an HST system that serves the 
needs of the entire State of California. 
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Comment Letter I009 (Robert S. Allen, August 27, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I009 – Continued 
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Response to Letter I009 (Robert S. Allen, August 27, 2007) 

I009-1   
This comment is focused on MTC’s Bay Area Regional Rail Plan, and 
this letter was sent to representatives of the MTC Regional Rail Plan. 

I009-2  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-3  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-4  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-5  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-6  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-7  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The extension of HST along the East Bay will 
likely be examined following implementation of the first phases of 
the HST system. 

I009-8  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
would include a four-track, grade-separated system along the 
Caltrain Corridor.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-9  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 
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Comment Letter I010 (William Blackwell, August 30, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I010 (William Blackwell, August 30, 2007) 

I010-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I010-2 
Technologies operating at speeds of less than 200 miles per hour 
were considered but rejected as part of the certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS (November 2005).  Please see Chapter 2 of the 
certified statewide program EIR/EIS.  This comment is beyond the 
scope of this Program EIR/EIS process. 

I010-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment I010-2. 
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Comment Letter I011 (Anonymous, September 5, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I011 (Anonymous, September 5, 2007) 

I011-1 
Transportation improvements are needed for the state of California, 
and expansion of the highway and air systems is constrained.  For 
the statewide program EIR/EIS, the Authority and FRA did evaluate 
a “modal” alternative—a combination of air and highway 
expansions—with the HST alternative.  Please see Response to 
Comment I003-3 regarding the reasons that the HST system was 
selected over the No Project and Modal Alternatives. 

I011-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Both the BNSF and UPRR alignments 
alternatives are investigated as part of this Program EIR/EIS through 
the Central Valley. 

I011-3 
The comment is beyond the study area of this Program EIR/EIS 
document.  Please refer to the Authority’s and FRA’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS document (November 2005). 

I011-4 
Over the past 10 years, the Authority has worked directly with the 
HST providers in Europe and Japan to assess the applicability of their 
systems to California.  Given the ever-increasing demand for intercity 
travel in California and the constraints to expanding our highway and 
air systems, the European and Japanese HST systems appear to 
apply well to California.  Maglev technology was considered but 
rejected as part of the Authority’s and FRA’s certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS.  Please refer to that document. 

I011-5 
All of the routes identified in this comment were evaluated as 
possible alignments for improved commuter rail services (in MTC’s 
Regional Rail Plan) and for HST services.  Pacheco Pass is identified 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative 

I011-6 
 Please see Response to Comment I011-3. 

I011-7 
 Please see Response to Comment I011-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-26

 

Comment Letter I012 (Robert S. Allen, September 6, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I012 (Robert S. Allen, September 6, 2007) 

I012-1 
The Authority is currently working with regional stakeholders for the 
review and pursuit of funding for possible commuter rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  Included in this review is 
connectivity to possible BART extensions. 

I012-2 
Please see Response to Comment I012-1. 

I012-3 
Please see Response to Comment I012-1. 
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Comment Letter I013 (Charles Cameron, September 6, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I013 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I013 (Charles Cameron, September 6, 2007) 

I013-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I013-2 
The document has been changed consistent with this comment. 

I013-3 
The document has been changed consistent with this comment.   

I013-4 
The text in Appendix 3.17-A has been updated as noted in the comment. 
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Comment Letter I014 (Gene Pike, September 7, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I014 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I014 (Gene Pike, September 7, 2007) 

I014-1  
Comment acknowledged.  The purpose and need for an HST system 
is discussed in Chapter 1. 

I014-2  
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA are not promoting 
sprawl development but rather are supporting more compact transit-
oriented development (TOD) near HST stations.  Please see Chapter 
6 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 for the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I014-3  
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA are promoting a 
high level of connectivity of various rail and bus transit systems by 
providing and maximizing to the extent possible intermodal 
connections at HST stations.  Such an approach allows for a more 
efficient and convenient trip for the riding public.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I014-4  
To minimize the impacts of the HST system, the HST alignments, 
including the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, have been placed adjacent to or within existing 
transportation corridors.  This approach reduces the “splitting” of 
communities.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I014-5  
Castle Air Force Base has been identified as the potential 
maintenance facility site in the study area for the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I014-6  
The Authority and FRA evaluated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
multiple alignment and station location options.  These alternatives 
were reviewed and discussed with the public during the scoping 
meetings held at the outset of this Bay Area to Central Valley study.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
described in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I014-7  
Please see Response to Comment I014-1. 
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Comment Letter I015 (Scott St. John, September 12, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I015 (Scott St. John, September 12, 2007) 

I015-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the support for an HST system.  
Chapter 1 of this Final Program EIR/EIS discusses the purpose of 
and need for an HST system. 

I015-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support for 
the Palo Alto station option.  The benefits and detailed 
environmental impacts of the Redwood City and Palo Alto station 
options will be evaluated and described during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review phase.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter I016 (William Wong, September 16, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I016 (William Wong, September 16, 2007) 

I016-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support of the 
HST system in California. 
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Comment Letter I017 (Linda S. Lagace and David L. Tucker, September 16, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I017 (Linda S. Lagace and David L. Tucker, September 16, 2007) 

I017-1 
The impacts and benefits of the Pacheco and Altamont Alternatives 
are reviewed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA 
acknowledge the environmental sensitivity of the Pacheco Pass 
alternative and note that there are environmental impacts associated 
with both the Altamont and Pacheco alternatives.  The Authority and 
FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support for the Altamont 
Corridor.  The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I018 (Thomas C. Grave, September 15, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I018 (Thomas C. Grave, September 15, 2007) 

I018-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of these comments from 
Mr. Grave. 

I018-2  
The Authority and FRA have made an effort to place the HST 
alignments adjacent to existing transportation corridors, including 
both rail and highways.   

I018-3  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and 
FRA note that placement of the alignment immediately adjacent to 
highway and rail corridors is not feasible for the entire length for 
either the Pacheco or Altamont Corridors.  For the Pacheco 
Alternative, the alignment has been placed immediately adjacent to 
Henry Miller Road, generally parallel and adjacent to SR 152, and 
within the Caltrain Corridor. Please also see Response to Comment 
Letters L029 and O011.  

I018-4  
Please see Response to Comment O007-21 regarding traffic 
congestion relief.  Pacheco Pass is identified in the Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 regarding the growth and sprawl effects of Altamont and 
Pacheco HST alternatives. 

I018-5  
Please see Response to Comment L019-8 regarding connectivity.  
The connectivity associated with the Pacheco Pass Preferred 
Alternative is discussed further in Chapter 8 of this Final Program 

EIR/EIS.  Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I018-6   
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I018-7  
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Chapter 5 and Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth. 

I018-8  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of these comments from 
Mr. Grave and note that, under both the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the appropriate time for public comment on environmental 
documents is during the circulation period for the draft document.  
Public notices will be provided regarding the availability of future 
environmental documents.   
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Comment Letter I019 (Carolyn Straub, Steve L. McHenry, September 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I019 (Carolyn Straub, Steve L. McHenry, September 17, 2007) 

I019-1 
The area identified as Bolsa de San Felipe near Gilroy is crisscrossed 
by a number of roads and canals and has undergone human change 
through the development of buildings or through ranching, farming, 
and other agricultural activities.  Subsequent Tier 2 project-level 
analysis would include analysis of site-specific impacts, including 
those related to birds, and specific mitigation measures for impacts 
on biological resources will be identified.  Site-specific mitigation 
measures will be developed through consultation with state and 
federal resource agencies.  During project-level review, where the 
agencies determine that mitigation is required to address site-
specific impacts from the HST system, mitigation measures may 
include easements to preserve habitat for sensitive biological 
resources.  The Authority would coordinate with agencies and 
ongoing mitigation programs in limiting impacts on biological 
resources and in developing appropriate mitigation measures.   

I019-2 
Potential biological resources and parks impacts and mitigation 
strategies are discussed in Sections 3.15 and 3.16. 

I019-3 
Potential biological resources and parks impacts and mitigation 
strategies are discussed in Sections 3.15 and 3.16.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment I019-1 regarding Bolsa de San Felipe. 
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Comment Letter I020 (Jordan DeStaebler, September 14, 2007) 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-45

 

Response to Letter I020 (Jordan DeStaebler, September 14, 2007) 

I020-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the support for the HST bond 
measure. 

I020-2 
Chapter 1 reviews the purpose of and need for an HST system.  The 
reasons for an HST system listed in this comment letter are reviewed 
in Chapter 1. 
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Comment Letter I021 (Mary Ann Reynolds, September 20, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I021 (Mary Ann Reynolds, September 20, 2007) 

I021-1 
Please see Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR/EIS for a discussion 
of the prior actions by the High-Speed Rail Commission and 
Authority regarding selection of the alignment for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley.  Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 
3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as 
the Preferred Alternative for the underlying reasons.  Please note 
that an Altamont alternative that serves San Francisco would pass 
through the federal Don Edwards Wildlife Preserve, while the 
Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative would not. 
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Comment Letter I022 (Robert S. Allen, September 19, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I022 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I022 (Robert S. Allen, September 19, 2007) 

I022-1  
This comment is focused on MTC’s Bay Area Regional Rail Plan, and 
this letter was sent to representatives of the MTC Regional Rail Plan. 

I022-2  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1.  Please note that the HST 
system would be fully grade-separated and fenced. 

I022-3  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-4  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-5  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-6  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1.  The Preferred Alternative 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS includes a fully grade-
separated, four-track system along the peninsula, allowing for both 
HST and commuter services.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 for the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I022-7  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-8  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-9  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-10  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-11  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-12  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-13  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 
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Comment Letter I023 (Richard Mlynarik, September 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I023 (Richard Mlynarik, September 24, 2007) 

I023-1 
These links have been updated with the proper links.  Thank you for 
making us aware of the situation. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-53

 

Comment Letter I024 (Evelyn Halbert, September 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I024 (Evelyn Halbert, September 22, 2007) 

I024-1 
In response to comments from the Central Valley, two additional 
public hearings on the Draft Program EIR/EIS were held in Stockton 
and Sacramento. 

I024-2 
The UPRR N/S alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  However, at the project level, the 
Authority will continue to evaluate the BNSF alternative because of 
the uncertainty of negotiating with the UPRR for use of some of its 
right-of-way.  Impacts associated with these two alignments, 
including impacts on adjacent neighborhoods, will be reviewed in 
more detail during the project-level phase.  Please see Chapter 8 of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS and Standard Response 3 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I024-3 
Potential agricultural impacts and mitigation strategies are discussed 
in Section 3.8.  The range of farmland impacts resulting from the 
network alternatives analyzed in the Program EIR/EIS is estimated to 
be between 756 and 1,384 acres.  Compensation for any land 
acquired for the project would be subject to the Federal Uniform 
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended.  This includes farm operations. 

I024-4 
Please see Response to Comment I024-1.  Additional input will be 
requested from the Central Valley regarding environmental impacts 
and the appropriate alignment during the project-level environmental 
review.  Both the UPRR and BNSF alignments have been retained to 
ensure that the detailed impacts and benefits are fully reviewed prior 
to a determination of the alignment. 

I024-5 
Impacts for the Central Valley and Stanislaus County have been 
reviewed at the programmatic level in this Program EIR/EIS.  The 
methodology and scope of this programmatic environmental review 
has been uniformly applied for all alignment and station locations 
throughout the Bay Area to Central Valley. 

I024-6 
Please see Responses to Comments I024-1 through I024-5. 
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Comment Letter I025 (Robert S. Allen, September 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I025 (Robert S. Allen, September 24, 2007) 

I025-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please see the HST Staff Recommendation 
(Appendix 8A) regarding the proposed review, in conjunction with 
regional stakeholders, of commuter rail service improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor.  The Authority is currently working with regional 
stakeholders on planning and funding for Altamont Commuter Rail 
improvements.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS includes a fully grade-separated, four-track system 
along the Peninsula.  Improvements to Capital Corridor services and 
facilities are evaluated in MTC’s Regional Rail Plan. 

I025-2 
This comment is focused on MTC’s Bay Area Regional Rail Plan. 
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Comment Letter I026 (David Dutton, Mattson Technology Inc., September 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I026 (David Dutton, Mattson Technology Inc., September 17, 2007) 

I026-1 
Consistent with this letter and for some of the reasons identified, the 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I027 (Audrey Alorro, September 27, 2006) 
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Response to Letter I027 (Audrey Alorro, September 27, 2006) 

I027-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I028 (John W. Scherrer, October 1, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I028 (John W. Scherrer, October 1, 2007) 

I028-1 
The Authority and FRA will review the possible impacts of the 
Preferred Pacheco alignment on these specific parcels during the 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
phase.  Please note that property severance and possible 
interference with and restriction on property access and farm 
operations will be part of this review.  It is anticipated that alignment 
refinements will occur during this phase to minimize impacts on 
properties and natural resources.  The design for creek crossings will 
take into account potential impacts on water resources.  As required 
by state and federal law, the project will provide appropriate 
compensation for any loss of property. 
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Comment Letter I029 (Walter Strakosch, No Date) 
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Response to Letter I029 (Walter Strakosch, No Date) 

I029-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from Mr. 
Strakosch. 

I029-2 
The annual ridership on the Pacheco Pass is 93,890,000.  This was 
incorrectly identified as 93,300,000 in Table S.5-1 in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  The annual ridership on the Altamont Pass was correctly 
identified in this table as 87,910,000.   

The Authority and FRA concur with the commenter that the Altamont 
Pass alternative provides more competitive HST travel times than 
Pacheco Pass travel market between the Bay Area and Sacramento 
region.  Results from the ridership and revenue model show that 
there are 8.9 million annual riders in this market for the Altamont 
Pass alternative and 6.4 million annual riders in the Pacheco Pass 
alternative.  This amounts to 2.5 million more annual passengers for 
the Altamont Pass alternative for this one market. 

Altamont does not have a larger ridership advantage in this market 
because a) auto provides a much more competitive door-to-door 
travel time than either HST alternative for the vast majority of 
travelers in this market and b) the Altamont Pass base alternative 
includes an HST service split in the East Bay, which greatly reduces 
HST frequency (compared to Pacheco Pass) to San Jose and San 
Francisco.  The combination of these factors results in HST capturing 
about 5% of the travel market between the Bay Area and 
Sacramento region, while conventional rail captures 7% and auto 
captures 88%. 

The HST service split is also one of the reasons that the Altamont 
base alternative achieves lower systemwide ridership compared to 
Pacheco.  The ridership and revenue forecasts assumed about 50 
trains per day per direction between Los Angeles and San Francisco/ 
San Jose in the Pacheco Pass alternative.  Due to the HST service 
split, the Altamont Pass alternative has 33 trains per day from Los 

Angeles to San Francisco and 17 trains per day from Los Angeles to 
San Jose (for the same total of 50 between Los Angeles and the Bay 
Area).  This allocation of trains to the two destinations means that 
everyone traveling to these destinations has lower frequency of 
trains in the Altamont alternative compared to the Pacheco base 
alternative.  This lower frequency leads to lower systemwide 
ridership in the Altamont base alternative.  This produces 1.7 million 
fewer annual passengers in this market alone (21% decrease), and 6 
million more annual passengers systemwide (7% increase) for the 
Pacheco Pass base alternative compared to the Altamont Pass base 
alternative.   

Although the base Altamont alternative has the potential to achieve 
higher ridership between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley 
(Merced northward), the base Pacheco alternative achieves higher 
ridership between the Bay Area and areas from Fresno southward 
(including Los Angeles and San Diego regions).  Due to its proximity 
to the Central Coast region (through a potential Gilroy station), the 
Pacheco alternative also creates a sizable HST market to/from the 
Monterey Bay area; this market is virtually untapped with the 
Altamont HST alternative. 

I029-3 
See Response to Comment L019-9.  It is important to note that 
Stockton would not be served with the Altamont Pass alignment.  
The current plan for the HST system has the Stockton station added 
with the extension to Sacramento.   

Ridership results in Table S.5-1 are reasonable and are not 
understated for the Altamont Pass alternative.  Please see Response 
to Comment I029-2 for explanation of factors that underlie the 
ridership patterns for Altamont and Pacheco alternatives. 

I029-4 
The capital cost of the base Altamont alignment (San Jose and San 
Francisco Termini) is $12.7 billion and the capital cost of the base 
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Pacheco alignment (San Jose and San Francisco Termini) is $12.4 
billion (see Table S.5-1 in the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, available at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ 
public_notice/pdf/DEIR-EIS/summary/ExecutiveSummary.pdf) for 
the “San Francisco and San Jose termini”. 

The Pacheco Pass base alternative is projected to attract about 5.0 
million more HST riders than the base Altamont Pass alternative for 
a network alternative that includes San Jose and San Francisco 
termini.  Although Altamont has the potential to achieve higher 
ridership between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley (Merced 
northward), Pacheco achieves higher ridership between the Bay Area 
and areas from Fresno southward (including Los Angeles and San 
Diego regions).  Due to its proximity to the Central Coast region 
(through a potential Gilroy station), the Pacheco alternative also 
creates a sizable HST market to/from the Monterrey Bay area; this 
market is virtually untapped with the Altamont HST alternative. 

The commenter’s preference for an Altamont Pass alternative is 
noted. 

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The analysis 
concluded that both Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives 
have high ridership and similar capital costs (for similar termini).  
The Authority and FRA determined that neither of these factors 
(ridership or costs) differentiate between the Altamont and Pacheco 
Pass alternatives.  
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Comment Letter I030 (Michael Kiesling, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-70

 

Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I030 (Michael Kiesling, October 26, 2007) 

I030-1 
Thank you for that acknowledgement. 

I030-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

I030-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the rationale 
behind the selection of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Either the Pacheco Pass or Altamont Pass would provide 
quick, competitive travel times between northern and southern 
California.  The Pacheco Pass would provide the quickest travel times 
between the south Bay and southern California (10 minutes less than 
the Altamont alternatives serving San Jose via the East Bay 
[Interstate 880], and 28 minutes less than the Altamont San 
Francisco and San Jose—via San Francisco Peninsula alternative for 
express service).  The Pacheco Pass enables a potential station in 
southern Santa Clara County (at Gilroy or Morgan Hill), which 
provides superior connectivity and accessibility to south Santa Clara 
County and the three Monterey Bay counties and uses the entire 
Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and Gilroy.  San Francisco 
and San Jose would be served with one HST alignment along the 
Caltrain Corridor providing the most frequent service to these 
destinations, whereas the most promising Altamont Pass alternatives 
would require splitting HST services (express, suburban express, 
skip-stop, local, regional) between two branch lines to serve San 
Jose and either San Francisco or Oakland.  The Altamont Pass would 
provide considerably quicker travel times between 
Sacramento/Northern San Joaquin Valley and San Francisco or 
Oakland than the Pacheco Pass (41 minutes less between San 
Francisco and Sacramento for express service).  The Altamont 
alternatives using the East Bay to San Jose would have express 
travel times about 29 minutes less than the Pacheco Pass between 
Sacramento and San Jose, while the Altamont San Francisco and San 
Jose—via the San Francisco Peninsula alternative would take 15 

minutes less than the Pacheco Pass for this market.  The Altamont 
Pass would enable a potential Tri-Valley HST station and a potential 
Tracy HST station, which provide superior connectivity to the Tri-
Valley/Eastern Alameda County, Contra Costa County, and Tracy 
area and provide for the opportunity for shared infrastructure with 
an improved Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) commuter service, 
although additional infrastructure would be necessary for commuter 
overlay service with associated impacts.  The Altamont Pass would 
have more potential Central Valley stations served on the Authority’s 
adopted first phase for construction between the Bay Area and 
Anaheim (Tracy and Modesto). 

I030-4 
Please see Response to Comment I030-3. 

I030-5 
Please see Response to Comment O007-22. 

I030-6 
As part of this Program EIR/EIS process, the HST alignments were 
developed early on in collaboration with, and are consistent with, the 
Bay Area Regional Rail Plan.  In fact, many of the alignment HST 
plans and profiles were provided to the Authority by MTC. These 
alignments were used for the Program EIR/EIS (Chapter 2 and 
Appendix 2D).  The Authority and FRA appreciate the suggested 
refinements but have used the alignments developed during the 
scoping process as the basis for their evaluation and have identified 
a Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  HST alignment 
alternatives and station location options selected at the program-
level will be refined during the preliminary engineering and project-
level environmental review phase, including refinements to vertical 
and horizontal alignments.  Please note that the Preferred 
Alternative is the Pacheco Pass alignment.  See Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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As a rule, the design of the stations was predicated on keeping the 
existing railroads whole and not affecting their infrastructure or 
operations.  The alternative suggested by the commenter would 
require an endorsement of the UPRR, which cannot be assumed at 
this time.  The Authority and FRA have determined that the costs for 
Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives (with similar termini) 
are similar and do not differentiate between these alternatives. 

I030-7 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-8 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

The Fremont station option was brought above ground in order to 
cross Interstate 880 and then to serve the Newark Station.  To the 
west of the Newark station, the HST needs to cross over the existing 
Coast Subdivision.  Once it crosses the railroad, it can then return to 
grade.   

I030-9 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

The Newark station fact sheet shows a four-track station 
configuration.  Each line on the plan view of the station represents a 
station track.  The configuration of the station is two outboard 
platforms served by a single track with the two inside tracks as 
express tracks. 

I030-10 
The Newark station fact sheet states, “This elevated station would 
consist of four tracks served by two outside platforms.”  Regarding 
the need for the station to be elevated see Response to Comment 
I030-8. 

I030-11 
See Response to Comment 1030-6.  For the alignment alternative 
serving the Shinn station location, it is impractical to provide an 

intermodal HST and BART station due to severe site constraints.  In 
addition, BART improvements are not designed or implemented by 
the Authority or FRA, and a BART station at this site has therefore 
not been evaluated in detail in this Program EIR/EIS.  

I030-12 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-13 
Pacheco Pass via Henry Miller Road (UPRR Connection) is the 
Preferred Alternative for this program-level document.  At the 
project-level, however, staff recommends the Authority continue to 
seek and evaluate alignment alternatives using the Pacheco Pass 
that would minimize impacts on, or avoid, the GEA.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

The GEA North alternative is estimated to have higher potential 
visual impacts (medium versus low), severance impacts, and cultural 
impacts than either Henry Miller alignment alternative.  Potential 
impacts on farmlands, streams, lakes/water bodies, and 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources are estimated to be about the same for each alternative.  
The GEA North alignment alternative is estimated to have higher 
potential impacts on wetlands (17.96 acres versus 11.61 acres) but 
less potential impacts on nonwetland waters (6,771 linear feet [ft] 
versus 10,588 linear ft) when compared to the Henry Miller (UPRR 
connection) alignment alternative.  Both alternatives would have the 
potential to impact special-status plant and wildlife species.  While 
both alignment alternatives would likely result in impacts on the 
GEA, the GEA North alignment alternative would have greater 
impacts on publicly owned lands and be more disruptive to wildlife 
movement patterns than the Henry Miller alignment alternative.  The 
GEA North alignment alternative would be on a new alignment and 
bisect the GEA and result in a new barrier to wildlife movement.  The 
Henry Miller alignment alternative would be elevated through large 
portions of the GEA parallel to an existing roadway that, along with a 
nearby canal, already bisects the GEA and disrupts wildlife 
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movement.  The Henry Miller alignment alternative would provide 
greater opportunities for mitigation and environmental improvements 
for wildlife. 

I030-14 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-15 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-16 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

A deep tunnel under Pleasanton could potentially reduce some 
impacts but would increase other logistical constraints, construction 
issues, and capital costs.  It has been a goal of the Authority to 
minimize tunneling, and tunneling through suburban and rural 
communities has been avoided. 

I030-17 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-18 
The Authority has been working with the San Jose Department of 
Transportation to review right-of-way and alignment options for the 
Caltrain Corridor adjoining Monterey Highway. Additional refinements 
of this segment will be developed collaboratively with the City of San 
Jose during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review phase.  

I030-19 
Please see Response to Comment L030-2. 

I030-20 
Please see Response to Comment L035-2. HST service levels will be 
refined during train operations, as the system evolves, based on 
demand. For the base Altamont network alternative serving San 
Francisco and San Jose, two-thirds of the trains were assumed to 
serve San Francisco and one-third to serve San Jose. This is 
generally consistent with the commenter’s approach.  

I030-21 
Please see Response to Comment I030-20. 

I030-22 
There will be no maintenance facility at Los Banos. At this program 
level, the Authority and FRA have not identified a light maintenance 
facility location in the Bay Area along the Preferred Alternative.  
Potential maintenance facility sites between Gilroy and San Francisco 
may be evaluated during preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review. This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies a 
maintenance facility location at Merced to be evaluated in more 
detail during preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review. 

I030-23 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I031 (Don Edwards, No Date) 
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Response to Letter I031 (Don Edwards, No Date) 

I031-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, consistent with and in part due to the 
comments provided in this letter regarding possible impacts of an 
Altamont alternative to San Francisco on the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  As noted in the letter, the 
federal wildlife preserve bears the name of the letter author—Don 
Edwards—whose leadership and efforts lead to the creation of this 
preserve.   

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I032 (Jose Portocarrero, October 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I032 (Jose Portocarrero, October 22, 2007) 

I032-1 
The Authority and FRA are keenly aware of the needs for improved 
transit services between the Central Valley, including Tracy, and the 
Bay Area.  For a number of reasons, Pacheco Pass is identified in this 
Final EIS/EIR as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Even so, the Authority is 
currently working with regional stakeholders for the review and 
pursuit of funding for possible commuter rail improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor. 
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Comment Letter I033 (Roger K. Pearson, October 21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I033 (Roger K. Pearson, October 21, 2007) 

I033-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Also 
see Section 3.15 regarding potential impacts on biological resources 
and wetlands, including the Mt. Hamilton Project.  The proposed 
project would not impact Henry Coe State Park. 
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Comment Letter I034 (Annette Allsup, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I034 (Annette Allsup, October 25, 2007) 

I034-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of Ms. Allsup’s 
observations during the public hearing. 

I034-2  
By law, the Authority and FRA need to make their determinations on 
the basis of the full public record, including the environmental 
documentation and all public comments received plus any other 
relevant information in the record.  Please also see Response to 
Comment I034-1.  The Authority and FRA cannot speculate 
regarding the position of residents in the City of Merced but will take 
into account all written and oral comments provided, including those 
from Merced residents.   

I034-3  
The HST service that has been operating in Europe and Japan for 
over four decades is an example of what is being proposed for 
California. 

I034-4  
The Pacheco Pass Alternative is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I034-5  
The myriad underlying reasons for identification of Pacheco Pass as 
the Preferred Alternative are provided in Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8.  Please note that the first phase of the Authority Board-
adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track from 
Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

I034-6  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I035 (Gerald Cauthen, November 16, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I035 (Gerald Cauthen, November 16, 2007) 

I035-1 
Facts and findings regarding these subjects are reviewed in the 
responses below. 

I035-2 
The network alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
serve one, two, or three of the major urban centers in the Bay Area 
—San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland.  The Preferred Alternative 
would serve two of these urban centers—San Jose and San 
Francisco—with no need to split trains.  Please see Response to 
Comment O007-50 regarding the “splitting” of high-speed trainsets. 

I035-3 
Please see Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the Dumbarton 
Rail Bridge.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

There are a number of major factors that affect capital costs for all 
of the network alternatives.  As stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
Summary: 

Capital costs for the HST Network Alternatives range from $6.0 
billion for Altamont Pass Union City terminus—the shortest network 
alternative—to $20.4 billion for a combination of the Altamont and 
Pacheco Network options with service to all three urban centers—
the longest network alternative.  The average cost per mile ranges 
from $37.5 million for a Pacheco Pass alternative terminating at 
San Jose to $74.3 million for a Pacheco Pass alignment serving San 
Francisco and Oakland with a new transbay tube. 

The highest costs per mile are for the network alternatives that 
include a new San Francisco Bay crossing in a tube or a bridge.  
Network alternatives that include a new transbay tube between 
Oakland and San Francisco exhibit costs per mile of between $61.4 
and $74.3 million.  Network alternatives that include a new bridge 
crossing of the Bay near Dumbarton exhibit costs between $54.0 
and $62.6 million per mile.   

Inclusion of a new transbay tube is estimated to cost from $3.8 to 
$4.0 billion.  A new Dumbarton Bridge is estimated to cost $1.3 to 
$1.7 billion.  Crossing the Bay in a tube in the Dumbarton Corridor 
would cost an additional $362 million compared to the high bridge 
option1. 

The remaining network alternatives range in cost per mile between 
$37.5 for a Pacheco alignment ending in San Jose and $59.3 for an 
Altamont alignment that would circle the bay and serve San Jose, 
Oakland, and San Francisco with no bay crossing. (Draft Program 
EIR/EIS Summary, page 11) 

As shown in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the alternatives that include 
a Bay crossing would have the greatest potential impacts on the San 
Francisco Bay waters and would have high capital costs and 
constructability issues.  The Dumbarton crossing would also have the 
greatest potential impacts on wetlands and the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

To implement these alternatives, extensive coordination would be 
required with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and California Coastal Commission.  Proposed 
facilities crossing the Bay would be subject to the USACE, California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) permit 
processes. 

Notwithstanding this public comment, proposing to construct a new 
crossing of the San Francisco Bay is a controversial concept.  A 
considerable number of organizations, agencies, and individuals have 
expressed concern regarding potential impacts on the San Francisco 
Bay and Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge by 
HST alternatives via the Altamont Pass using a Dumbarton crossing.  
                                                 
1  Unit costs for the Oakland to San Francisco transbay tube, Dumbarton 

railbridge (high-bridge and low-bridge options), and Dumbarton tube 
were obtained from MTC as part of the Regional Rail planning studies. 
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These include the MTC; BCDC; U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency; USFWS; Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge; Congress members Zoe Lofgren, Michael Honda, Anna 
Eshoo, and Tom Lantos; State Senators Elaine Alquist and Abel 
Maldanado; Assembly Member Jim Beale; Santa Clara County; San 
Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans); San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority; Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) Joint Powers 
Board (JPB); San Francisco Bay Trail Project; San Jose Chamber of 
Commerce; San Francisco Bay Trail Project; the City of San Jose; the 
City of Oakland; and Don Edwards (Member of Congress, 1963–
1995). 

I035-4 
By design, the HST stations would be located in populated areas and 
through the Tri-Valley would require four tracks for HST, plus two 
additional freight tracks.  This four-track cross section would be 
needed for a considerable distance (approximately 2½ to 3 miles) to 
allow for express operations, depending on the design speeds.  It 
should be noted that the transition from two to four HST tracks 
would typically require at least 1,600 feet on either side of the HST 
station. Thus, the statement that there would be four to six tracks in 
populated areas is correct.  For these locations, additional right-of-
way would be required or some of the tracks would need to be 
placed in tunnel or on an aerial structure.  Acquisition of additional 
right-of-way as needed, may or may not require eminent domain, 
depending on the individual circumstances of the property at that 
time. 

The need for four to six tracks along the Altamont alignment, the 
potential need for aerial structures, and/or the possible need for 
right-of-way purchase is recognized by the Tri Valley PAC, the City of 
Freemont, the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency; 
and Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty in their public 
comment support for Pacheco Pass for the HST system and 
corresponding improvements to commuter services in the Altamont 
Corridor. 

It should be noted that if regionally operated long-distance “overlay” 
service were to be contemplated, the number of stations, and the 
six-track sections of the alignment would be greater than assumed in 
this Program EIR/EIS. 

I035-5 
Refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Also see Section 
3.15 regarding potential impacts on biological resources and 
wetlands.  The potential impacts on wetlands for a new San 
Francisco Bay crossing would be more than double that of a Pacheco 
Pass network alternative that would not require a Bay crossing. 
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Responses to Gilroy Public Hearing Transcripts, August 29, 2007 

PH-G1-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G1-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G1-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G11-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G1-5 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G2-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G2-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G2-3 
Comment acknowledged.  However, two corrections should be 
noted: by 2020 (not 2010) San Jose Mineta International airport will 
have more interstate air passengers than either Oakland or San 
Francisco (not combined).  Please see Table 1.2-2. 

PH-G2-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G2-5 
Please see Chapter 1 regarding the purpose of and need for an HST 
system in California.  

PH-G2-6 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G3-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G3-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G3-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G3-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G3-5 
Refer to Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The proposed project would not 
impact Henry Coe State Park. 

PH-G3-6 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
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PH-G4-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G4-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G4-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G4-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G4-5 

Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G4-6 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G4-7 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G5-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G5-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G5-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G5-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G6-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G6-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

PH-G6-3 
Comment Acknowledged. 

PH-G6-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G6-5 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-G7-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G7-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA appreciate the 
support for the HST system.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-G7-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-G7-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment Letters 
L019 and L034.   
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PH-G7-5 
Comment acknowledged.  Also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-G7-6 
Comment acknowledged. Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-G7-7 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-G7-8 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G7-9 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G7-10 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G8-1 

The alignment created for this program-level document is at the 
conceptual level of engineering.  At the project level of 
environmental analysis, more detailed engineering and right-of-way 
studies will be conducted to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the possible 
effects to property owners along the proposed HST system.  

PH-G8-2 
Potential noise and vibration issues will be addressed through 
mitigation, as outlined in Section 3.4.5.  Possible specific mitigation 
measures include sound walls and the use of train and track 
technologies that minimize ground vibration, such as state-of-the-art 

suspensions, resilient track pads, tie pads, ballast mats, and floating 
slabs.  

PH-G8-3 
Comment acknowledged.  

PH-G8-4 
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-G9-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-5 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-6 
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-G9-7 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-8 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Response to Letter L026. 
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PH-G9-9 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-10 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G9-11 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G10-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G10-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G10-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Response to Comment 
W010. 

PH-G10-4 
Comment acknowledged 

PH-G10-5 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G10-6 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G11-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G11-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G11-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Also see Response to Comment I 028-1. 

PH-G11-4 
Thank you for the input.  These suggested alignment alternatives 
will be considered at the project-level environmental analysis. 

PH-G11-5 
Thank you for the input.  These suggested alignment changes will be 
studied during the project-level environmental analysis. 

PH-G12-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G12-2 
Comment acknowledged. Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.    

PH-G12-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The planned HST system will be fully 
grade-separated, eliminating highway at-grade crossings for the HST 
system. 

PH-G13-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 4 
regarding growth. 

PH-G14-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G14-2 
Comment acknowledged. 
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PH-G15-1 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS had specific right-of-way guidelines, as 
outlined in Response to Comment S008-5.   

PH-G15-2 
The potential number of trains per day is discussed in Chapter 4. 

PH-G15-3 
Potential impacts on agricultural lands are discussed in Section 3.8. 

PH-G15-4 
Potential impacts on agricultural lands are discussed in Section 3.8.  
The Pacheco Pass alignment alternative would extend through Gilroy 
and to the south before turning east, south of SR 152.   

PH-G15-5 
The program-level document does not identify specific right-of-way 
requirements.  It is the Authority’s goal to have the alignment for the 
statewide system identified well before November 2008.  The 
project-level EIR/EIS will look more closely at the right-of-way 
requirements and the proposed alignment. 

PH-G16-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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Comment Letter PH-G17 (John Litzinger, August 29, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-G17 (John Litzinger, August 29, 2007) 

PH-G17-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter PH-G18 (Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, No date) 
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Responses to Letter PH-G18 (Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, No date) 

 
PH-G18-1 
See Response to Comment PH-G2-1 

PH-G18-2 
See Response to Comment PH-G2-2. 

PH-G18-3 
See Response to Comment PH-G2-3 

PH-G18-4 
See Response to Comment PH-G2-4 

PH-G18-5 
See Response to Comment PH-G2-5. 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 (Dennis Donohue, City of Salinas, August 29, 2007) 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G19 − Continued 
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Responses to Letter PH-G19 (Dennis Donohue, City of Salinas, August 29, 2007) 

PH-G19-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-G19-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-G19-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Gilroy Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page G.25-43

 

Comment Letter PH-G20 (Joseph P. Thompson, August 29, 2007) 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Comment Letter PH-G20 − Continued 
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Responses to Letter PH-G20 (Joseph P. Thompson, August 29, 2007) 

PH-G20-1 
The Authority acknowledges the receipt of the comments and 
attachments.  They are included as part of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

PH-G20-2 
See Response to Comment PH-G4-1. 

PH-G20-3 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter PH-G21 (Anonymous, No date) 
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Response to Letter PH-G21 (Anonymous, No date) 

PH-G21-1 
The inconsistency between Section 3.9 and the alignment drawings 
in Appendix 2-D has been corrected in the Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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Responses to Livermore Public Hearing Transcripts 

PH-L1-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from the Tri-
Valley Policy Advisory Committee. 

PH-L1-2  
The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part due to the comments provided.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

PH-L1-3  
Connectivity with the regional rail system is an important 
consideration for the HST stations. 

The Authority is currently working with regional stakeholders to 
review priorities and possible funding options for improvements to 
commuter rail services in the Altamont Corridor.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 8 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 

PH-L1-4  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from the Tri-
Valley Policy Advisory Committee. 

PH-L1-5  
The Authority and FRA appreciate the offer to ask questions of 
Livermore Mayor Lockhart. 

PH-L1-6  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the composition of the 
representatives on the Tri-Valley Policy Advisory Committee. 

PH-L1-7  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the tenure of the Tri-Valley 
Policy Advisory Committee. 

PH-L2-1  
In response to public requests, the Authority and FRA added two 
additional public hearings in Stockton and Sacramento on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.   

PH-L2-2  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from the 
Regional Policy Council for the San Joaquin Valley. 

PH-L2-3  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the Regional Policy Council for 
the San Joaquin Valley’s support for the Altamont Pass Alternative.   

As evidenced by the public comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS, 
strong support and opposition was expressed for both the Altamont 
and Pacheco Pass alternatives.  Pacheco Pass is identified in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The underlying 
reasons for this identification are presented in Standard Response 3 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative and Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

In terms of the HST project purpose and need, service to the fast-
growing San Joaquin Valley is viewed as a critical part of the 
statewide system.  The HST system approved at the conclusion of 
the statewide program EIR/EIS includes corridors and stations for 
HST service through the entire Central Valley from southern 
California to Sacramento.  This has not changed.  The subject at 
hand is the service connecting the Central Valley to the Bay Area, 
but the Authority Board has clearly stated its intent to serve the 
entire Central Valley. 
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Consistent with the current statewide bond measure for 2008, the 
Authority Board has selected as its first phase the line from Anaheim 
to the Bay Area, and has stated its intent to subsequently add 
service to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The first phase of the 
Board-adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track 
from Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

The staff recommendation recognizes the desire to serve the full 
Central Valley.  While the Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS—the primary north/south 
alignment between southern and northern California—the Authority, 
working with regional stakeholders regarding additional commuter 
rail improvements in the Altamont Corridor, is pursuing high-speed 
rail bond funds for such improvements. 

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central Valley 
residents and would likely involve improvements in the Central 
Valley.  The Authority and regional partners, including the Central 
Valley, need to define the priorities for these improvements. 

It is envisioned that this approach would involve incremental 
improvements in the Central Valley and Altamont Corridor during the 
initial phase of the adopted phasing plan, and these improvements 
could come before the development of the Pacheco Pass portion of 
the HST alignment. 

Please see Response to Comment L019-3 regarding the Authority’s 
intent to provide service to the San Joaquin Valley.  The Authority 
and FRA understand that there are important trade-offs among the 
geographic areas by the various alternatives.  For instance, the 
Pacheco Pass alternative would serve the growing Monterey County 
and Monterey Bay area, and the northern San Joaquin Valley area— 
north of Merced—would still be served by the planned extension of 
the HST system to Sacramento.   

Please also note that, for the Altamont Pass alternative serving San 
Jose and San Francisco, some of the trains would travel south to San 
Jose and some would cross the Bay into San Francisco, thus 
reducing the train frequencies to each of these urban areas. 

PH-L2-4  
The Authority and FRA are well aware of the importance of the 
Central Valley to the ridership and success of the proposed HST 
system.  Please see Response to Comment PH-L2-3. 

PH-L2-5  
Please see Response to Comment PH-L2-3. 

PH-L2-6  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from the 
Regional Policy Council for the San Joaquin Valley. 

PH-L3-1  
Potential impacts on the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge Preserve were 
among the reasons for identification of the Pacheco Pass alternative 
as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-L3-2  
The Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS provides direct (one-line) service to San Jose and 
San Francisco, as noted in this comment.  This was among the 
reasons for its identification as a Preferred Alternative.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-L3-3  
The ability to use the existing Caltrain Corridor is among the reasons 
for identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS, which is consistent with Caltrain’s 
strategic planning for the year 2025. 
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PH-L3-4  
The Pacheco Pass alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes electrification and grade separation of the Caltrain Corridor, 
consistent with Caltrain’s strategic plan. 

PH-L3-5  
The Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative is supported by the 
Peninsular Corridor Joint Power Board (Caltrain), which views the 
HST service as a major improvement to overall rail service in the 
Caltrain Corridor with the development of a fully grade-separated, 
electrified, four-tack system.  The HST system is viewed as an 
adjunct to the Caltrain service—a fully supportive and 
complementary service – by taking train riders from the more local 
stations to the HST stations.  This rail feeder service approach has 
been shown to be highly effective for other HST systems in Europe 
and Japan.    

PH-L3-6  
Comment acknowledged.  

PH-L3-7  
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-L4-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from Mr. 
Lawson. 

PH-L4-2  
Pacheco Pass has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Responses to Comment Letter 
L015 from the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. 

PH-L4-3  
Pacheco Pass has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final Program EIR/EIS for among the reasons provided by this 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.   

PH-L4-4  
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-L4-5  
Please see Response to Comments PH-L3-3 and PH-L3-6. 

PH-L4-6  
Potential impacts on the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge Preserve were 
among the reasons for identification of the Pacheco Pass Alternative 
as the Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-L4-7  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-L4-8  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-L5-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from Mr. Dutton. 

PH-L5-2  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from Mr. Dutton. 
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PH-L5-3  
The Authority and FRA appreciate Mr. Dutton’s support for the HST 
system. 

PH-L5-4  
Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of and need for an HST system in 
California, consistent with this comment. 

PH-L5-5  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative for among the reasons stated by this 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

PH-L5-6  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative for among the reasons stated by this 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

PH-L5-7  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative for among the reasons stated by this 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

PH-L6-1  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative for among the reasons stated by this 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Comments regarding regional rail services are 
acknowledged. 

PH-L7-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from Bena 
Chang representing the Silicon Valley Leadership Group.  Pacheco 
Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative for among the reasons stated by this commenter.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-L7-2  
The Authority is working with regional partners on the review of 
additional improvements in the Altamont Corridor and is pursuing 
high-speed rail bond funds for such improvements. 

The exact nature of these improvements has not been defined, but it 
is clear that improvements to train services in the Altamont Corridor 
would provide additional mobility and accessibility to Central Valley 
residents and would likely involve improvements in the Central 
Valley.  The Authority and regional partners, including the Central 
Valley, need to define the priorities for these improvements. 

It is envisioned that this approach would involve incremental 
improvements in the Central Valley and Altamont Corridor during the 
initial phase of the adopted phasing plan, and these improvements 
could come before the development of the Pacheco Pass portion of 
the HST alignment. 

PH-L7-3  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-L8-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the comments from Ms. Moss 
representing the Silicon Valley Business Group and the Silicon Valley 
Leadership Group.   
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PH-L8-2  
Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of and need for an HST system in 
California, consistent with this comment. 

PH-L8-3  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative for among the reasons stated by this 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

PH-L8-4  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-L9-1  
Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of and need for a HST system in 
California, consistent with this comment. 

PH-L9-2  
The Authority and FRA appreciate Mayor Green’s support for the HST 
system. 

PH-L9-3  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8. 

PH-L10-1  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8. 

PH-L10-2  
Please see Response to Comment Letter L034-1 from the California 
Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley. 

PH-L10-3  
Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of and need for an HST system in 
California, including the need for a reliable HST alternative. 

PH-L11-1  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative for among the reasons identified by this commenter.  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8.  Please also see 
Response to Comment PH-L7-2. 

PH-L12-1  
A bridge at the Dumbarton crossing would need to be high enough 
for the navigational channel.  Please see Response to Comment 
O007-22 regarding retrofitting the existing Dumbarton Bridge. 
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Comment Letter PH-L13 (Bonnie Nelson, Tri-Valley Policy Advisory Committee, August 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-L13 (Bonnie Nelson, Tri-Valley Policy Advisory Committee, August 27, 2007) 

PH-L13-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative and Response to Comment 
PH-L7-2. 
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Responses to the Merced Public Hearing, August 27, 2007 

PH-M1-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M1-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to Section 3.3 regarding air quality. 

PH-M1-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-M1-4 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility. 

PH-M1-5 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M2-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer   

PH-M2-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to Section 3.3 regarding air quality.   

PH-M2-3 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M2-4 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding the 
preferred site for the Merced station location. 

PH-M2-5 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding Castle 
Air Force Base (AFB) as the preferred site for the maintenance 
facility. 

PH-M2-6 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M3-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M3-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to Section 3.3 regarding air quality.   

PH-M3-3 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility. 

PH-M3-4 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M4-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M4-2 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M4-3 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M4-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   
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PH-M4-5 
Amtrak would be a complementary service to the proposed HST 
system, which would service different markets.   

PH-M4-6 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority will examine a variety of 
staging plans to implement the statewide system in the most cost-
effective manner.  See also Response to Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-M4-7 
Comment acknowledged.  The bond measure will be on the 
November 2008 ballot. 

PH-M4-8 
Comment acknowledged. Federal participation in the HST system 
funding is viewed as a critical part of the funding plan for the 
proposed HST system. 

PH-M4-9 
Comment acknowledged.  

PH-M4-10 
Please see Chapter 6 regarding HST station area development.    

PH-M4-11 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M4-12 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M5-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Authority will examine a variety of staging 
plans to implement the statewide system in the most cost effective 
manner.  See also Response to Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-M5-2 
Additional public hearings were held in Stockton on September 18, 
2007 and Sacramento on September 26, 2007. 

PH-M5-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement the 
statewide system in the most cost effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.  Public hearings throughout the 
state for this Program EIR/EIS would not be appropriate for the 
decision at hand.  Public hearings were held throughout the state for 
the statewide program EIR/EIS.  Future public hearings for Tier 2 
project-level environmental documents will be held in various cities 
throughout the state as those documents are prepared. 

PH-M6-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-M6-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-M6-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-M6-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   
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PH-M7-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Also 
refer to Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding the 
preferred alignment and station location options. 

PH-M8-1 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility. 

PH-M9-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M9-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The bond measure will be on the 
November 2008 ballot. 

PH-M9-3 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M10-1 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality. 

PH-M10-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality.  Also refer to the 
statewide program EIR/EIS and Chapter 2 of this Program EIR/EIS 
regarding phasing of implementation. 

PH-M11-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M11-2 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M12-1 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality.  The Authority will 
examine a variety of staging plans to implement the statewide 
system in the most cost effective manner.  See also Response to 
Comment PH-SF22-1. Please also see Standard Response 3 
regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.   

PH-M13-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-M13-2 
Most HST station location options have been identified around 
existing transportation hubs to better facilitate connections to local 
transit and airports.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  As discussed in the statewide program 
EIR/EIS, existing Amtrak intercity rail service would provide 
connectivity to the proposed HST system, since Amtrak has stations 
at more numerous cities than the proposed HST system would have, 
but the proposed HST station sites would either be at or connect 
with or would likely become station sites for Amtrak’s San Joaquin 
service. 

PH-M14-1 
Please refer to Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding the 
preferred alignment and station location options and Castle AFB as 
the preferred site for the maintenance facility. 

PH-M14-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality.   

PH-M14-3 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and climate 
change/greenhouse gasses.   
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PH-M15-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-M15-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality.   

PH-M15-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
preferred alignment and station location options. 

PH-M15-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.    

PH-M15-5 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility.  Determining 
locations for construction staging will take place as part of future 
Tier 2 environmental documentation.  

PH-M16-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Section 3.3 regarding air quality and climate 
change/greenhouse gasses.   

PH-M17-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment L029-5 regarding the 
Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA). 

PH-M17-2 

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also refer to 
Response to Comment L029-5 regarding the GEA. 

PH-M17-3 

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-M18-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-M18-2 
Please see Standard Response 1 regarding the programmatic 
decision for the Bay Area to Central Valley project. 

PH-M18-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment L029-5 regarding the 
GEA. 

PH-M19-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Additional public hearings were held in 
Stockton on September 18, 2007, and Sacramento on September 26, 
2007. 

PH-M20-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement the 
statewide system in the most cost effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-M21-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-M22-1 
Comment acknowledged.   
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PH-M22-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement the 
statewide system in the most cost effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   

PH-M23-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-M24-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M24-2 
The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.  

PH-M24-3 
The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.  Please also refer to Section 3.3 
regarding air quality. 

PH-M24-4 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-M25-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also refer to Chapter 6 of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS regarding HST station area development.   

PH-M26-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Section 3.3 and Chapter 5 regarding air quality 

and growth.  The bond measure will be on the November 2008 
ballot. 

PH-M27-1 
Please refer to Chapter 5 regarding growth.   

PH-M28-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment L029-5 regarding impacts 
on refuges along the Pacheco Pass, and refer to Standard Response 
4 regarding growth. 

PH-M29-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement the 
statewide system in the most cost effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   
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Comment Letter PH-M30 (Lee R. Boese, D.D.S., Merced County High Speed Rail Committee, August 30, 2007) 
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Responses to Letter PH-M30 (Lee R. Boese, D.D.S., Merced County High Speed Rail Committee, August 30, 2007) 

PH-M30-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding preferred 
alignment and station locations.  Also see Chapter 8 regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility.  Determining 
locations for construction staging will take place as part of future 
Tier 2 environmental documentation. 

PH-M30-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and greenhouse gases.  
Determining locations for construction staging will take place as part 
of future Tier 2 environmental documentation. 

PH-M30-3 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and greenhouse gases.   

PH-M30-4 
If the HST project is to move forward in California, the Authority 
believes that the private sector will contribute to its financing.  The 
Authority supports private-sector participation in the implementation 
and operations of HST in California to the greatest degree possible.  
In its June 2000 Business Plan, the Authority states, “the public’s 
investment should be limited to that which is necessary to ensure 
the construction of the basic system” and “private-sector funding to 
construct major elements of the system would be both practicable 
and advisable” (Introduction Letter to Governor and Legislature).  
The Authority’s considerable research into global experience in the 
development of high-speed ground transportation does not support 
the notion that the proposed HST could be completely privately 
financed, and it would be unrealistic to promote such an approach in 
California.   
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Comment Letter PH-M31 (Sung Mo “Steve” Kang, University of California, Merced, August 30, 2007) 
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Responses to Letter PH-M31 (Sung Mo “Steve” Kang, University of California, Merced, August 30, 2007) 

PH-M31-1 
Comment acknowledged.     

PH-M31-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and greenhouse gases.   

PH-M31-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 
of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and 
station locations.   
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Comment Letter PH-M32 (Dennis Cardoza, Congressman, August 30, 2007) 
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Responses to Letter PH-M32 (Dennis Cardoza, Congressman, August 30, 2007) 

PH-M32-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please also see Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 
regarding traffic congestion, travel reliability, and air quality.   

PH-M32-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and greenhouse gases.   

PH-M32-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The Authority will 
examine a variety of staging plans to implement the statewide 
system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also Response to 
Comment PH-SF22-1.   

PH-M32-4 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility.   

PH-M32-5 
If the HST project is to move forward in California, the Authority 
believes that the private sector will contribute to its financing.  The 
Authority supports private-sector participation in the implementation 
and operations of HST in California to the greatest degree possible.  
In its June 2000 Business Plan, the Authority states, “the public’s 
investment should be limited to that which is necessary to ensure 
the construction of the basic system” and “private-sector funding to 
construct major elements of the system would be both practicable 
and advisable” (Introduction Letter to Governor and Legislature).  
The Authority’s considerable research into global experience in the 
development of high-speed ground transportation does not support 
the notion that the proposed HST could be completely privately 
financed, and it would be unrealistic to promote such an approach in 
California.   
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Comment Letter PH-M33  (Kenneth N. DeVoe, Mayor, City of Atwater, No date) 
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Responses to Letter PH-M33 (Kenneth N. DeVoe, Mayor, City of Atwater, No date) 

PH-M33-1 
The statement that “the State Route 99 Corridor options using the 
Altamont Pass have the highest ridership and revenue potential” is 
an overly broad opinion that is, in most cases, factually incorrect.  
Ridership and revenue forecast results for the Altamont and Pacheco 
base alternatives demonstrate that Pacheco actually has higher 
ridership and revenue potential than Altamont.  Furthermore, Table 
S.8-1 illustrates that Pacheco often has a higher ridership and 
revenue potential than Altamont when comparing alternatives that 
have similar combinations of termini.  However, Table S.8-1 also 
shows that Altamont does have the alternative with the overall 
highest ridership and revenue potential at 95.9 million annual trips:  
“Altamont Pass - Oakland & San Francisco via Transbay tube.”  The 
highest ridership potential for Pacheco, at 95.2 million annual trips, 
is “Pacheco Pass - San Jose, San Francisco & Oakland via Transbay 
Tube. 

It is unclear what metric the commenter is using to conclude that 
“Altamont Pass provide[s] the best service for intermediate travel 
markets.”  The Authority and FRA agree with the commenter that 
HST is most competitive in intermediate to long-distance California 
markets, where it offers: 

• Much faster travel times than the lower cost and more 
convenient auto mode, particularly for people traveling in 
groups. 

• Much faster travel times and higher frequencies than the lower 
cost conventional rail mode. 

• Equivalent door-to-door travel times and frequencies as the 
more expensive air mode.   

Neither Altamont nor Pacheco has a competitive edge over the other 
in attracting ridership and revenue in all intermediate travel markets.  
This competitive edge is a function of the relative time, cost, and 
frequency of HST service between individual station-pairs, and this 

relative advantage between Altamont and Pacheco varies for each 
station pair and network alternative. 

PH-M33-2 
Please see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS and Response to 
Comment PH-S1-3. 

PH-M33-3 
Detailed analysis of the ridership and revenue effects of phased 
implementation of statewide HST service has not been undertaken.  
It is not possible at this time to make definitive statements regarding 
the ridership effect of extending direct HST service to San Diego and 
Sacramento termini since it is possible that some travelers to/from 
those markets may use other stations in the absence of direct HST 
service to those termini.   

The Altamont and Pacheco network alternatives have identical 
alignment and station options between Stockton and Sacramento, so 
neither Altamont nor Pacheco provides an advantage in terms of 
providing HST connectivity to Sacramento. 

The 2007 population in the six-county Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) region is estimated at 2,227,1081, not 
3 million.  SACOG’s adopted 2035 population forecast for the six-
county region is 3,276,2442, not the 6 million claimed by the 
commenter. 

 

 

                                                 
1http://sacog.org/demographics/pophsg/DOF-
E5%20population%20and%20housing%20estimates%202000-
2006.xls 

2http://www.sacog.org/demographics/projections/files/2035_proj
ections_010507.xls 
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PH-M33-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 
of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and 
station locations.   

PH-M33-5 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 
of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and 
station locations.  The Authority will examine a variety of staging 
plans to implement the statewide system in the most cost-effective 
manner.  See also Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   
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Comment Letter PH-M34 (Carl Pollard, Merced City Council, August 30, 2007) 
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Responses to Letter PH-M34 (Carl Pollard, Merced City Council, August 30, 2007) 

PH-M34-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding preferred 
alignment and station locations.  Also see Chapter 8 regarding Castle 
AFB as the preferred site for the maintenance facility.  Determining 
locations for construction staging will take place as part of future 
Tier 2 environmental documentation. 

PH-M34-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 
regarding preferred alignment and station locations.  The Authority 
will examine a variety of staging plans to implement the statewide 
system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also Response to 
Comment PH-SF22-1.   

The proposed HST system would provide connectivity with other 
transportation modes, including transit and commuter rail, Amtrak, 
and aviation.  The HST system has been planned, where possible, to 
follow existing transportation corridors to avoid or minimize potential 
environmental impacts.  See also Chapter 6 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS regarding station area development.   

Please also see Chapter 8 regarding Castle AFB as the preferred site 
for the maintenance facility.  Determining locations for construction 
staging will take place as part of future Tier 2 environmental 
documentation. 
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Comment Letter PH-M35 (Janet Bibby, Chair, Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, July 13, 2007) 
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Responses to Letter PH-M35 (Janet Bibby, Chair, Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, July 13, 2007) 

PH-M35-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 
of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and 
station locations.  The Authority will examine a variety of staging 
plans to implement the statewide system in the most cost-effective 
manner.  See also Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   

PH-M35-2 
Additional public hearings were held in Stockton on September 18, 
2007, and Sacramento on September 26, 2007. 

PH-M35-3 
Public hearings throughout the state for this Program EIR/EIS would 
not be appropriate for the decision at hand.  Public hearings were 
held throughout the state for the statewide program EIR/EIS.  
Future public hearings for Tier 2 project-level environmental 
documents will be held in various cities throughout the state as 
those documents are prepared.   

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 
of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and 
station locations.   
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Comment Letter PH-M36 (Dennis Cardoza, Congressman, August 30, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-M36 (Dennis Cardoza, Congressman, August 30, 2007) 

PH-M36-1 
See Response to Comment PH-M3. 
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Comment Letter PH-M37 (Amtrak, July 2006) 
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Response to Letter PH-M37 (Amtrak, July 2006) 

PH-M37-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts, August 28, 2007 
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Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-3

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-4

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-5

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-6

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-7

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-8

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-9

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-10

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-11

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-12

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-13

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-14

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-15

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-16

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-17

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-18

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-19

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-20

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-21

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-22

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-23

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-24

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-25

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-26

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-27

 

 

Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts – Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Oakland Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page O.25-28

 

 

Responses to Oakland Public Hearing Transcripts 

PH-O1-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O1-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

 PH-O2-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O2-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Also 
see Chapter 4, “Costs and Operations.” 

 PH-O2-3 
The Pacheco Pass network alternatives would potentially result in 
higher impacts on the 100-year floodplain and on agricultural lands 
compared to the Altamont Pass network alternatives.  See Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O2-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to Response to Comment O007-22 
regarding the Dumbarton crossing. 

 PH-O3-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O3-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O3-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O3-4 
See Section 3.3 regarding the differences in air quality between the 
Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O3-5 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O4-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

 PH-O4-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-O4-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-O4-4 
Please see Response to Comments L015-8 and I003-3. 
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PH-O5-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  See 
Section 3.3 regarding the differences in air quality between the 
Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives.   

PH-O5-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-O6-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-O7-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.   

PH-O8-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-O9-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-O9-2 
Please see Response to Comments I030-7, I030-10, and I030-11 
regarding stations.  The station costs include the Diridon station and 
also the four-track approach section, which gets costly over a long 
distance.  The four track approach for Diridon is shorter than the 
other stations because of speed restricting curves before and after 
the station.     

PH-O9-3 
It is true an HST user is more likely to encounter an available/empty 
seat if boarding the train at the starting terminal.  However, an 
operating plan that splits service to different cities will end up with 
reduced service to each terminal since overall HST frequency would 
be divided by how many destinations the trains were serving.  
Different operating plans were tested for the Altamont alternative 
since the Altamont service would be split to potentially serve 
Oakland, San Francisco, and/or San Jose.  This split service reduces 
service frequency, and hence ridership potential to any individual 
terminal.   

The operating plans were designed to maximize ridership on the 
system rather than providing empty trains for riders at any given 
point.  Nonetheless, it is acknowledged that seat availability on-
board the train will be an important factor in ensuring that HST 
service achieves its maximum ridership and revenue potential.  
Currently projected HST demand does not exceed the capacity of the 
trains in the operating plans that have been studied to date.   

Please see Response to Comments I030-19 and I030-20 regarding 
operations.   

PH-O9-4 
Please refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.   

PH-O9-5 
Please refer to Chapter 8 and also see Standard Response 3 
regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.   

PH-O10-1 
Please refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.  
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PH-O10-2 
Please refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.  

PH-O10-3 
The operating plan was developed as a function of demand for the 
system.  Individual routes between cities were identified to meet 
demand for these markets within practical constraints of the system 
operations.  For example, trains into San Jose will be affected by the 
demand to and from San Jose to San Francisco, Sacramento, Los 
Angeles, the San Joaquin Valley, and to other areas in the state.  On 
the Pacheco Pass alignment, trains to San Jose also go to San 
Francisco (in the base alternative) and will therefore be affected not 
only by demand into and out of San Jose, but also by demand into 
and out of San Francisco.  These proposed operating plans were 
developed for the purposes of evaluating alternatives.  Current 
demand for the HST system does not exceed the capacity of the 
trains in the proposed operating plans.   

PH-O10-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-O10-5 
Although the commenter mentions Chapter 3, it appears that they 
are actually referring to the travel time data presented in Table 2.3-
1.  These travel times do represent one important aspect—but by no 
means the only one—of forecasting ridership and revenue potential.  
Please see Response to Comment L035-2 for a discussion of the 
factors that influence HST ridership and revenue potential for 
Altamont and Pacheco. 

PH-O10-6 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-O10-7 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-O11-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.   

PH-O12-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.   

PH-O13-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.  Also see Section 3.15 regarding biological 
impacts. 

PH-O13-2 
Please refer to Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the 
Dumbarton crossing.  

PH-O14-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-O14-2 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-O14-3 
The Pacheco Pass network alternatives avoid Henry Coe State Park.  
The Authority and FRA will continue to work with local, state, and 
federal agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on parks 
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and recreational areas as part of future Tier 2 project-level 
environmental analysis.   

PH-O14-4 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-O14-5 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-O14-6 
Comment acknowledged.  The bond measure will be on the 
November 2008 ballot. 

PH-O14-7 
Comment acknowledged.  This Final Program EIR/EIS includes an 
analysis of global warming. 

PH-O14-8 
Comment acknowledged. The Authority will continue to work with 
the MTC as well as local and regional transit operators. 

PH-O15-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. Most 
HST station location options have been identified around existing 
transportation hubs to better facilitate connections to local transit 
and airports.  

PH-O16-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

PH-O16-2 
Comment Acknowledged.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  

PH-O17-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. The 
alignment through West Oakland and the West Oakland/7th Street 
Station was analyzed to be underground.   

PH-O18-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. Most 
HST station location options have been identified around existing 
transportation hubs to better facilitate connections to local transit 
and airports.  Please also see Chapter 6 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Letter PH-O19 (Michael Kiesling, August 28, 2007) 

PH-O19-1 
See Response to Comments PH-O9-1 through PH-O9-5.   
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Response to Sacramento Public Hearing (Sacramento, CA − September 26, 2007) 

PH-S1-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-S1-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Direct HST service to Yosemite is not part 
of the proposed statewide HST system. Currently, bus service is 
provided from the Amtrak station to Yosemite.  

PH-S1-3 
As shown in Table 3.3-4, the project is predicted to reduce mobile 
source emissions burdens in the affected air basins and on an overall 
statewide level.  As such, the project is predicted to have a beneficial 
effect on air quality levels.  Though individual roadway links were 
not analyzed separately in this study, the project is predicted to 
reduce overall VMT and, thus, pollutant burdens in the areas 
analyzed.  It is expected that these predicted emission reductions 
would also be beneficial to air quality in Yosemite.   

The analysis has been expanded to include the regional emissions 
analysis for two major build alternatives the Pacheco Base and 
Altamont Base.   

PH-S1-4 
Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-2.   

PH-S2-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-S2-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-S3-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-S3-2 

Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-1.  

PH-S3-3 
Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-2. 

PH-S3-4 
Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-2. 

PH-S3-5 
Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-3.   

PH-S3-6 
 Please see Response to Comment O007-51.   

PH-S3-7 
Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-4. 

PH-S3-8 
Please see Response to Comment PH-S1-4. 

PH-S4-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S5-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-S5-2 
Comment acknowledged 

PH-S5-3 
Please see Response to Comment L029-5 regarding the GEA. 
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PH-S5-4 
See Response to Comments L029-5, L029-20, and L029-21 regarding 
the GEA.  Refer to Section 3.17 regarding cumulative impacts. 

PH-S5-5 
The comments during the Notice of Preparation were reviewed as 
part of this Program EIR/EIS.  The information provided was used in 
the Authority’s consideration of the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S5-6 
The GEA is acknowledged as an area of controversy in Section S.4 of 
the Summary in this Final EIR/EIS document. 

PH-S5-7 
 See Response to Comments L029-5 and L029-66 regarding the GEA 
and migration corridors.  Please also see Standard Response 5 
regarding mitigation strategies. 

PH-S5-8 
See Standard Response 4 regarding growth. 

PH-S5-9 
See Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

PH-S5-10 
See Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S6-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Also please see Standard Responses 1 and 
3. 

PH-S6-2 
Comment acknowledged. Please also see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding  the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  

PH-S7-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding  the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S7-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 in regarding  the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S7-3 
There is substantial intraregional trip making in the corridor between 
Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Pacheco’s ability to draw 
more “recreational and other” trips is due primarily to the directness 
of service that Pacheco provides in the entire Santa Clara County to 
San Francisco corridor rather than the inclusion of a Gilroy station.  
The HST would substitute for some Caltrain and auto travel in this 
corridor across all trip purposes.  HST is at a relative disadvantage to 
Caltrain for commute and business travelers since, during peak 
commute hours, Caltrain runs at similar frequencies to HST with 
lower fares and many more stations.  However, HST is at a 
competitive advantage to Caltrain for recreation and other trips since 
most of these trips occur during off-peak hours; in the off-peak, 
HST’s travel time and frequency advantage outweigh Caltrain's lower 
cost.  Hence, HST would be able to capture recreation and other 
riders at a higher rate than business and commute riders in the 
corridor between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. 

From a ridership and revenue standpoint, one of the main 
differences between the Altamont and Pacheco scenarios involves 
the splitting of train service between San Jose and San Francisco in 
the Altamont scenario.  This split eliminates a direct HST connection 
between San Jose and San Francisco and significantly reduces the 
frequency of train service to either destination.  The effects of an 
Altamont operational split are not obvious for business and commute 
travelers since, during peak commute hours, HST would provide high 
frequency service to both San Jose and San Francisco, and the 
alternative transit options (BART to San Francisco and ACE to San 
Jose) provide substantially slower travel times.  The effects are much 
more obvious for recreation and other travelers since: 
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• Overall HST frequencies would be lower during off-peak hours 
when most recreation and other trips occur.  With the 
operational split, frequencies would be further reduced to San 
Jose and San Francisco, putting HST at a strong disadvantage to 
the auto for recreation and other trips. 

• In spite of its slower travel time, BART is a relatively more 
attractive transit option for recreation and other travelers 
between the East Bay and San Francisco due to its lower cost 
and much higher off-peak frequency. 

• The loss of direct service between Santa Clara County and San 
Francisco means that HST is capturing very few recreation/other 
trips in this corridor. 

Hence, HST is able to capture business and commute riders at a 
much higher rate than recreation and other riders for trips to and 
from the East Bay. 

PH-S7-4 
Comment acknowledged. The Draft Program EIR/EIS evaluated two 
alignment alternatives through Fremont: one using existing narrow 
rail right-of-way and the other using utility easement and tunnel.  

PH-S7-5 
Please see Standard Response 3 in regards to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S8-1 
See Response to Comments L029-5, L029-20, and L029-21 regarding 
the GEA. 
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Comment Letter PH-S9 (Walter Strakosch, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-S9 (Walter Strakosch, 2007) 

PH-S9-1 

The most common reasons for significant increases in project costs 
are the addition of more expensive project elements, expansion of 
the project, and cost inflation due to delays.   

PH-S9-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority will examine a variety of 
staging plans to implement the statewide system in the most cost-
effective manner.  Please also see Response to Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-S9-3 
For all network alternatives, the Authority and FRA used a common 
end point in the northern San Joaquin Valley to allow for a uniform 
and objective comparison. Costs, costs per mile, and lengths for 

each network alternative are provided in the Summary (Table S.9-1 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS) and Chapter 7.  

PH-S9-4 
See Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter PH-S10 (Jennifer Hosterman, Mayor; City of Pleasanton, September 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-S10 (Jennifer Hosterman, Mayor; City of Pleasanton, September 24, 2007) 

PH-S10-1 
Comment acknowledged.  This corridor is not part of the Preferred 
Alternative.  Also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S10-2 
Comment acknowledged.  See Response to Comment PH-S2-1.  Also 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-S10-3 
It is acknowledged that the medium or high noise and vibration 
levels through the town of Pleasanton would not meet the city’s 
standards.  One way to mitigate these potential noise impacts is 
through the construction of noise barriers.  Noise barriers are often a 
practical way to reduce noise impacts from a proposed HST system.  
In most cases, the application of appropriately dimensioned noise 
barriers next to the tracks could reduce potential noise impacts from 
FRA’s severe noise impact category to moderate, and to the no 
impact category in some locations. 

PH-S10-4 
Please see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3. 

PH-S10-5 
Comment acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter PH-S11 (Dairl Helmer, September 26, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-S11 (Dairl Helmer, September 26, 2007) 

PH-S11-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to San Francisco Public Hearing (San Francisco − August 23, 2007) 

PH-SF1-1 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) appreciate the welcome to the City of 
San Francisco and the use of its facilities.  The purpose of and need 
for the HST system are provided in Chapter 1. 

PH-SF1-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final Program EIR/EIS) is the Pacheco Pass with a terminus in San 
Francisco at the Transbay Transit Center, consistent with this 
comment.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8.  The 
Authority and FRA are aware of the San Francisco voters’ and 
City/County’s support for funding of the Transbay Transit Center. 

PH-SF1-3 
The purpose of and need for the HST system are provided in 
Chapter 1.  Population and employment growth, airport expansion 
constraints, and reduction in air emissions are among the reasons.  
The Authority’s land use policies are provided in Chapter 6. 

PH-SF2-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass with a terminus in San Francisco at the Transbay 
Transit Center, consistent with this comment.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8.  The Authority and FRA are aware of the 
funding for the Transbay Transit Center provided in San Francisco’s 
Measure K and in Regional Measure 2.  The Authority and FRA 
appreciate the efforts of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
(TJPA)to make the proposed Caltrain Extension compatible with the 
proposed HST system. 

PH-SF2-2 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass with a terminus in San Francisco at the Transbay 
Transit Center.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8.  
The reasons provided for the Transbay Transit Center terminus were 
among the reasons for it being identified as the terminus for the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SF3-1 
Please see Response to Comments L014-1 and L014-2.  The 
Authority and FRA note that train riders will be able to board Caltrain 
at a local station and transfer to the HST system at San Francisco, 
Millbrae, Redwood City or Palo Alto, or San Jose. 

PH-SF4-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass with shared use along the Caltrain Corridor and a 
station along the peninsula either in Palo Alto or Redwood City.  The 
Authority and FRA appreciate the efforts to make the Caltrain system 
compatible with the HST system. 

The purpose of and need for the HST system are provided in 
Chapter 1, including constraints to airport expansion in the state.   

PH-SF5-1 
Californians of all income levels currently make intercity trips 
throughout the state using the airlines or highway system.  The HST 
system would provide a more environmentally friendly option for all 
travelers making those trips and would reduce the need to expand 
our highway and airport system at a much higher cost that the HST 
system. 

PH-SF5-2 
The Authority and FRA have found that the costs for providing the 
HST system are well below the cost of and would result in fewer 
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environmental impacts than the provision of equivalent intercity 
travel capacity by expanding our airports or highways.  The Authority 
and FRA also recognize that there are major constraints to 
expanding the State’s airports or highways.  Please see Response to 
Comment I003-3.  The Authority is charged with the responsibility of 
cost control and takes this responsibility seriously.   

PH-SF5-3 
Please see Response to Comment PH-SF5-2.  The HST system is 
highly energy efficient, and the Authority and FRA have found that 
the HST system will be cost competitive, particularly given the cost 
of fuel today for both the automobile and the airlines.  The current 
ridership forecasts for the HST assumed a cost per gallon of gasoline 
of $2.87, which is below the gasoline prices being experienced in 
California today.  The HST ridership forecasts may therefore be 
conservative.  Additionally, in some cases today, the cost of fuel for 
the airlines has become the number one cost component of air 
travel, exceeding labor costs.  Please note that the HST systems in 
Europe and Asia have proven this mode of travel to be cost-
effective, producing revenues that exceed operating costs.  The 
Authority and FRA contend that the HST system will provide a cost-
effective, environmentally friendly alternative to air and auto travel, 
as the ridership forecasts indicate. 

PH-SF5-4 
Demand for intercity travel is not limited to the wealthy, and the HST 
system will provide a cost-competitive, environmentally friendly 
alternative mode for anyone in the state wishing to make such a trip 
for whatever purpose.  The HST system would connect major urban 
areas across the state, providing a travel option for all income levels 
and ethnic groups in those urban areas.  The Authority and FRA note 
that the purpose of the HST system is to provide a new mode of 
travel at less cost and with fewer environmental impacts than 
expansion of airports and highways, while providing greater capacity 
and mobility. The State of California will continue to face questions 
as to the amount and type of transportation infrastructure spending 
to support.  Please see Response to Comment I003-3.    

PH-SF6-1 
The Authority and FRA agree that ridership in the San Joaquin Valley 
will play an important role in the success of the proposed HST 
system.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
the identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative, and 
the proposed HST service in the valley. 

Please also note that, consistent with the current statewide bond 
measure for 2008, the Authority Board has selected as its first phase 
the line from Anaheim to the Bay Area and has stated its intent to 
subsequently add service to both Sacramento and San Diego.  The 
first phase of the Board-adopted phasing plan includes development 
of a test track from Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the 
Altamont or Pacheco alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial 
phase, the Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced 
for either alternative.   

Moreover, the Authority is currently working with regional 
stakeholders to review priorities and possible funding options for 
improvements to commuter rail services in the Altamont Corridor.   

PH-SF7-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the offer to work on the design of 
HST facilities. 

PH-SF7-2 
The Authority and FRA note that the HST system will produce jobs 
and is intended to improve the state’s mobility and economy.  Please 
see Chapter 6 regarding the Authority’s land use policies around 
stations.  Overall, the authority is highly supportive of multi-modal 
facilities with associated transit-oriented development in the station 
area, which has been accomplished for many of the European HST 
stations. 

PH-SF7-3 
The proposed HST stations have been located in the urban areas, 
mostly within cultural centers of cities.  The HST stations are being 
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planned to connect to other modes of transit.  Refer to Chapter 6 
regarding station area planning. 

PH-SF8-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified in the Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 
8.  Please also see Response to Comment Letter O006 (from 
TRANSDEF) and Letter O007 (representing TRANSDEF). 

PH-SF8-2 
Please see Response to Comment W076-4.  Please also see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding provision of commuter rail 
services along the Altamont Corridor. 

PH-SF9-1 
Please see Chapter 6 regarding the Authority’s land use policies 
around stations.  Overall, the Authority is highly supportive of multi-
modal facilities with associated transit-oriented development in the 
station area.  The Authority and FRA do not agree that the HST 
would be inequitable.  Rather, the HST system is intended to offer a 
cost-efficient, environmentally friendly alternative to other modes of 
travel for intercity trips, which are taken by any income or ethnic 
group.  Please see Standard Response 4 regarding growth, and see 
Chapter 6 regarding station area development and smart growth 
policies.  Please see Response to Comment PH-SF5-4.  The Authority 
and FRA agree that expansion of transit options within urban areas 
is critical, but such expansion does not respond to the capacity 
issues associated with the ever-increasing demand for intercity 
travel, which is the primary purpose of the HST system. 

PH-SF10-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 
8 for the underlying reasons. 

PH-SF10-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding the disadvantages of 
sending trains in two directions for an Altamont Alternative serving 
San Jose and San Francisco.  The Authority and FRA understand the 
importance of intermediate stops between major urban areas (e.g., 
the San Joaquin Valley) and the provision of options to intercity 
travel, which are limited today.  The Preferred Alternative identified 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS includes service to the city centers in 
the major urban areas and in the Central Valley. 

PH-SF10-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SF11-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass with a terminus in San Francisco at the Transbay 
Transit Center, consistent with this comment.  Please see Standard 
Response 3. 

PH-SF12-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Mr. Haas’s support for high-speed 
rail. 

PH-SF12-2 
Providing an option to the capacity-constrained air system is a stated 
purpose of the HST system.  Please see Chapter 1.  The Preferred 
Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS includes a San 
Francisco International Airport (SFO) station at Millbrae, which is 
viewed by the Authority and FRA as an important intermodal 
connection. 

The Authority and FRA understand the importance of intermediate 
stops between major urban areas (e.g., the San Joaquin Valley) and 
the provision of options to intercity travel, which are limited today.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
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includes service to the city centers in the major urban areas and in 
the Central Valley. 

PH-SF12-3 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes the Transbay Transit Center as the northern Bay Area 
terminus for the HST system. 

PH-SF12-4 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
also includes an SFO station at Millbrae, which is viewed by the 
Authority and FRA as an important intermodal connection for inter-
state, intra-state, and international travelers. 

PH-SF13-1  
Please see Response to Comment L029-92. 

PH-SF14-1 
Please see Response to Comment Letter I012. 

PH-SF15-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part due to the reasons provided by the 
commenter.  Please see Standard Response 3. 

PH-SF16-1 
Please see Response to Comment L034-1 from the California 
Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley. 

Federal participation in the HST system funding is viewed as a 
critical part of the funding plan for the proposed HST system.  

Please see Chapter 6 for the Authority’s policies regarding station 
area land use and transit oriented development. 

In response to public requests, the Authority and FRA added two 
additional public hearings in Stockton and Sacramento on the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS.   

PH-SF17-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the San Francisco Chamber of 
Commerce’s support for the HST system.  Please see Response to 
Comment PH-SF12-4 regarding the HST station at SFO.  The 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS would 
also provide service to the Mineta San Jose International Airport via 
the San Jose HST station.  Please see Response to Comment L019-8 
regarding the importance of intermodal connectivity at the HST 
stations.  Please see Response to Comment PH-SF4-1 regarding 
Redwood City. 

PH-SF18-1 
Comment noted.  Chapter 1 provides the purpose of and need for an 
HST system.  Please also see Response to Comment I003-3. 

PH-SF19-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Ms. Morrison’s support for the HST 
system. The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS is the Pacheco Pass with a terminus in San Francisco at the 
Transbay Transit Center, consistent with this comment.  Please see 
Standard Response 3. 

PH-SF20-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Ms. Okuzumi’s and the Bay Rail 
Alliance’s support for the HST system in California.  Please also see 
Response to Comment Letter O007 (representing Bay Rail Alliance). 

PH-SF20-2 
Please also see Response to Comment O007-50.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

Please see Response to Comment I029-2 for a discussion of the 
systemwide ridership and revenue effects of travel time differences 
in the Bay Area to Sacramento corridor. 

Please see Response to Comment PH-O9-3 for a discussion of the 
importance of seat availability for ridership and revenue potential. 
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Please see Response to Comment L035-2 for a discussion of relative 
access to population centers in the San Joaquin Valley provided by 
Altamont and Pacheco alternatives. 

The San Jose airport was considered as a stop on the Pacheco Pass 
alternative, but it was part of an alignment that was eliminated from 
consideration due to other issues.  Background on the evaluation of 
alignment alternatives that were eliminated from consideration is 
provided in the technical Appendix 2-G.  

Please see Response to Comment L035-2 for a discussion of factors 
that underlie differences in ridership and revenue-generation 
potential between Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives.  
The methodology and assumptions in the ridership and revenue 
model are reasonable and do not require further examination. 

Preference for the Altamont Pass network alternatives is noted. 

Please see Response to Comment O007-50 regarding train splitting.  
Please note that for the ridership projection for the Altamont 
Alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose, it was assumed that 
one-third of the HS trains would serve San Jose and two-thirds 
would serve San Francisco.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  As noted in 
Appendix 2-G, a station at the Mineta San Jose International Airport 
was withdrawn from consideration by the Authority for the reasons 
stated. 

PH-SF21-1 
Consistent with Mayor Newsom’s comments, the purpose of and 
need for a HST system is described in Chapter 1.  The Authority and 
FRA appreciate Mayor Newsom’s support for the California HST 
system. 

PH-SF22-1 
The purpose of the HST system is defined in Chapter 1 of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS as follows: The purpose of the Bay Area HST is to 
provide a reliable HST system that links the major Bay Area cities to 
the Central Valley, Sacramento, and Southern California, and that 

delivers predictable and consistent travel times.  Further objectives 
are to provide interfaces between the HST system and major 
commercial airports, mass transit, and the highway network and to 
relieve capacity constraints of the existing transportation system in a 
manner sensitive to and protective of the Bay Area to Central Valley 
region’s and California’s unique natural resources. 

Chapter 1 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS also outlines the objectives 
that the Authority has adopted, including, “maximize intermodal 
transportation opportunities by locating stations to connect with local 
transit, airports, and highways” and states that the Authority’s 
statutory mandate is to plan, build, and operate a HST system that is 
“coordinated with the state’s existing transportation network, 
particularly intercity rail and bus lines, commuter rail lines, urban rail 
transit lines, highways, and airports.” 

The 21 network alternatives were described in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS to present information about overall effects of combinations 
of HST alignment alternatives and station location options to 
implement the HST system in the study region.  The 21 Network 
Alternatives fell among the three basic approaches for linking the 
Bay Area and Central Valley:  Altamont Pass (11 network 
alternatives), Pacheco Pass (six network alternatives), and Pacheco 
Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) (four network alternatives).  
The network alternatives presented vary in the degree they serve 
urban areas/centers and international airports.  All but one would 
provide direct HST services to (i.e., include a HST station in) one and 
up to three of the major urban centers in the Bay Area—San 
Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland.  Some of the network alternatives 
would provide service to one or more of the three Bay Area 
international airports at San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose.  
Connectivity and enhancement of other transit systems (e.g., 
Altamont Commuter Express [ACE], Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, Bay 
Area Rapid Transit [BART], and Valley Transportation Authority) also 
varies greatly among the network alternatives.  

Overall, implementing the HST system would greatly increase the 
capacity for intercity and commuter travel and reduce existing 
automobile traffic in specific travel corridors.  Full grade-separation 
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along Bay Area rail corridors used by the HST would improve local 
traffic flow and reduce air pollution at existing rail crossings.  The 
more extensive the HST system implemented in the Bay Area, the 
greater the travel condition benefits, including increased connectivity 
to other transit systems, increased convenience, increased reliability, 
and improved travel times.  In particular, more direct connections to 
the region’s airports provide increased connectivity for air 
transportation system riders. 

Recognizing the benefits described above, as well as other 
attributes, the Cities of San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose 
strongly support direct HST service to their respective downtowns.  
This support was expressed as comments on the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS and is consistent with comments/input provided by these 
cities over the 10 years since the Authority was created.  MTC, the 
regional government for the Bay Area, supports direct HST service to 
the downtowns of each of these three major Bay Area urban 
centers. 

A number of network alternatives clearly do not meet the purpose 
and need for the HST system.  The Altamont Pass network 
alternative that terminates in Union City fails since it does not 
provide direct HST service to San Francisco, Oakland, or San Jose 
(the major Bay Area cities), nor does it provide interface with the 
major commercial airports.  Also failing are a Pacheco Pass network 
alternative that terminates in San Jose and three Altamont Pass 
network alternatives that serve only one of the three major urban 
areas/centers.  These four alternatives directly provide HST service 
to, at most, only one major Bay Area city and one of the region’s 
major commercial airports. 

The City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority, Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) Joint Powers 
Board (JPB), San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans), San 
Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA), City of Gilroy, City of 
Redwood City, County of Monterey, and City of Morgan Hill support 
HST to San Francisco via San Jose and the San Francisco Peninsula 
(Caltrain Corridor)—the staff-recommended alternative.  The MTC 
recommends use of the Pacheco Pass via the San Francisco 

Peninsula “as the main HSR express line between Northern and 
Southern California,” but their recommendation also includes a new 
transbay tube to bring direct service to Oakland.  MTC recommends 
that the first step in implementing HST in northern California and the 
Bay Area is “investment in the Peninsula trackage with regional and 
high-speed rail funding can make this corridor high-speed rail 
ready,” noting that Caltrain intends to use lightweight electrified 
trains that would be compatible with HST equipment. 

The Authority has adopted a phasing strategy that sets forth priority 
segments for early-on construction and operation.  The strategy 
takes into consideration the cost, ridership, and revenue and is 
based on the following factors:  “(1) early utilization of some 
segments, (2) some degree of local and regional participation in the 
early construction and funding, and (3) serving many regions, (4) 
significant operating surplus to include a private partner in the 
construction and operation, (5) development of a high-speed 
segment of around 100 miles, for building, testing, and 
commissioning the high-speed trainsets, equipment and system, and 
(6) completion in less than 10 years from today.” 

The phasing strategy proposed the first phase to be Anaheim to Los 
Angeles to Merced to the San Francisco Bay area, which is consistent 
with the Authority’s stated objectives of connecting the major 
metropolitan areas, while serving the fastest growing region—the 
Central Valley.   

PH-SF22-2 
The Preferred Pacheco Pass Alternative is strongly supported by the 
Caltrain, which views the HST service as a major improvement to 
overall rail service in the Caltrain Corridor with the development of a 
fully grade-separated, electrified, four-track system.  The HST 
system is viewed as an adjunct to the Caltrain service—a fully 
supportive and complementary service.   

PH-SF23-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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PH-SF24-1 
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
the Pacheco Pass with a terminus in San Francisco at the Transbay 
Transit Center, consistent with this comment.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8. 

PH-SF25-1 
The Authority and FRA understand its responsibility to approve the 
best possible HST system and use public and private funding 
expeditiously.  Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 
3.  Please also see Section 7.3-1, Bay Area to Central Valley Station 
Options. 

PH-SF26-1 
The Preferred Alterative included in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
includes downtown stations, consistent with this comment.   
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Comment Letter PH-SF27 (John Diamante, August 23, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SF27 (John Diamante, August 23, 2007) 

PH-SF27-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Responses to the San Jose Public Hearing Transcripts, August 24, 2007 

PH-SJ1-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ2-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative would avoid impacts 
on Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge. 

PH-SJ2-2 
Please see Response to Comment PH-SJ2-1. 

PH-SJ2-3 
Please see Response to Comment PH-SJ2-1. 

PH-SJ3-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ4-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ5-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ5-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The ridership forecasts found high ridership 
potential for both the Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives. 

PH-SJ5-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ6-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ6-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative would avoid impacts 
on Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge. 

PH-SJ6-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ7-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ8-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
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Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative includes a potential 
HST station at Gilroy. 

PH-SJ9-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ10-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ10-2 
This Final Program EIR/EIS references connection to Mineta San 
Jose Airport in the Summary Table S.8-1 and in Chapter 7 for 
network alternatives that have the San Jose Diridon station termini.  

PH-SJ10-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ10-4 
Table 4.2-1 shows that the Pacheco Alternative does not include a 
station at Stockton.  The Program EIR/EIS is not evaluating a 
“starter program.”  The Program EIR/EIS appropriately evaluates the 
costs for the proposed HST system within the study area for both 
the Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass alternatives.  In both cases, 
these costs include the HST alignment through the Central Valley 
within the study area. 

PH-SJ10-5 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ10-6 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ11-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ12-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ13-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative includes a potential 
HST station at Gilroy. 

PH-SJ14-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ15-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative includes the 
potential HST termini station at San Francisco at the Transbay 
Transit Center. 

PH-SJ15-2 
Please see Response to Comment PH-SJ15-1. 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from San Jose Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page SJ.25-41

 

PH-SJ16-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ17-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ17-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see the Summary and Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS. The Authority is working with regional 
stakeholders on the review of and possible funding for Altamont 
Corridor rail improvements to serve the travel market between the 
northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area. 

PH-SJ17-3 
Please see Response to Comments PH-SJ17-1 and PH-SJ17-2.  

PH-SJ17-4 
Please see Response to Comments PH-SJ17-1 and PH-SJ17-2. 

PH-SJ18-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ18-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ18-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ18-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ19-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ20-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ20-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ21-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ22-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The station design at San Jose (and other 
intermediate stations) allows for through-tracks.  Please refer to the 
certified statewide program EIR/EIS (November 2005) in regards to 
the consideration but rejection of the Interstate 5 (I-5) alignment 
throughout the Central Valley.  Please see the Summary and Chapter 
8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. The Authority is pursuing a separate 
project in the Altamont Corridor to serve the travel market between 
the northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area. 

PH-SJ23-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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PH-SJ23-2 
The Authority and FRA disagree with this statement.  Please see 
Standard Response 3. 

PH-SJ24-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regards the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ25-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ25-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ26-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ27-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ28-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter PH-SJ29 (John Carpenter, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ29 (John Carpenter, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ29-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 in regards to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and 
FRA believe that is recommendation is consistent with the “MTC 
concept.” 

PH-SJ29-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

PH-SJ29-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The purpose of the HST system is defined 
in Chapter 1 as follows:  

The purpose of the Bay Area HST is to provide a reliable high-
speed electrified train system that links the major Bay Area cities 
to the Central Valley, Sacramento, and Southern California, and 
that delivers predictable and consistent travel times.  Further 
objectives are to provide interfaces between the HST system and 
major commercial airports, mass transit, and the highway 
network and to relieve capacity constraints of the existing 
transportation system in a manner sensitive to and protective of 
the Bay Area to Central Valley region’s and California’s unique 
natural resources. 
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Comment Letter PH-SJ30 (Susan Bradley, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ30 (Susan Bradley, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ30-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter PH-SJ31 (Robert Allen, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ31 (Robert Allen, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ31-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter PH-SJ32 (Jerry Huang, No date) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ32 (Jerry Huang, No date) 

PH-SJ32-1 
Comment acknowledged.  This comment is beyond the scope of this 
program-level EIR/EIS.
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Comment Letter PH-SJ33 (Ward Crory, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ33 (Ward Crory, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ33-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter PH-SJ34 (Jim Stallman, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ34 (Jim Stallman, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ34-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Chapter 2.  A further extension 
of the Altamont Pass I-580 alternative was considered but rejected 
as part of this Program EIR/EIS process.
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Comment Letter PH-SJ35 (Thom Chivers, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ35 (Thom Chivers, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ35-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The HST system would be fully fenced 
when at-grade to prevent intrusion of the right-of-way.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  HST network alternatives 
that terminated in San Jose or Union City (and connected to local 
transit) were considered but rejected since these would not meet the 
purpose and need of the proposed HST system.  Please see 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter PH-SJ36 (Jim Costa, Congressman, August 24,2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ36 (Jim Costa, Congressman, August 24,2007) 

PH-SJ36-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ36-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-SJ36-3 
The Authority and FRA appreciate Congressman Costa’s support of 
an HST system in California. 
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Comment Letter PH-SJ37 (Ken Yeager, County of Santa Clara, August 23, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ37 (Ken Yeager, County of Santa Clara, August 23, 2007) 

PH-SJ37-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter PH-SJ38 (Transportation Agency for Monterey County, Debra Hale, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter PH-SJ38 (Transportation Agency for Monterey County, Debra Hale, August 24, 2007) 

PH-SJ38-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Stockton Public Hearing (Stockton, CA – September 18, 2007) 

PH-St1-1 
Please see Responses to Comment Letter L019.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative, as well as a discussion of the potential for a future but 
separate Altamont Pass project.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS for further details on these topics.    

PH-St1-2 
The percentages mentioned by the commenter are for total daily 
trips on all travel modes (auto, air, conventional rail, and HST).  
Please see Response to Comment O007-51 for a discussion of raw 
market potential versus factors that influence HST’s market capture.  
Please see Response to Comment Letter L019.   

PH-St1-3 
Please see Response to Comment Letter L019.  Please also see 
Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

PH-St2-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment Letter 
L004.   

PH-St2-2 
Please see Response to Comment Letter L004.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative, as well as a discussion of the potential for a future but 
separate Altamont Pass project.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS for further details on these topics.  

PH-St2-3 
Please see Response to Comment PH-St2-2.   

PH-St2-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment PH-St2-
2.   

PH-St2-5 
It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the combined 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass alternatives when using the term “hybrid 
alternative.”  Combining the base Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass 
alternatives (see “Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service), 
San Francisco & San Jose Termini” in Table S.5-1) would produce 
96,150,000 in annual ridership, with 41,560,000 annual riders in 
northern California (43%) and the remaining 54,590,000 annual 
riders in southern California (57%).   

These ridership figures assume that there is no change in service on 
commuter rail systems like ACE, BART, or Caltrain beyond what is 
reflected in the financially constrained element of the currently 
adopted Regional Transportation Plan.  While the regional rail 
systems may experience some increases due to travelers accessing 
high-speed rail using these regional rail systems, there is a greater 
decrease in regional rail due to travelers diverting from regional rail 
to HST.   

For travel within the Bay Area in year 2030, the Pacheco Pass HST 
alternative is projected to divert about 4,000 trips per day from other 
transit services, while the Altamont Pass alternative is projected to 
divert about 4,900 trips per day.  The majority of this regional transit 
diversion is expected to occur from Caltrain (3,170 trips per day on 
Pacheco and 2,000 trips per day on Altamont) and BART (600 trips 
per day on Pacheco and 2,500 trips per day on Altamont).  This 
diversion to HST is small compared to the Bay Area’s projected 
future daily regional transit usage of about 2.7 million trips per day1. 

                                                 
1 Travel Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area, 1990 – 2030, Data 
Summary; Metropolitan Transportation Commission; January 2005 
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The hybrid alternative does have the highest high-speed rail 
ridership of all the alternatives evaluated to date.  It is reasonable to 
assume that this ridership difference would translate to lower vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) on the regional highway system.   

Please see Response to Comment PH-St2-2.   

PH-St2-6 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-St3-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-St4-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.  Please also see Response to Comment Letters L015, L003, 
and S001. 

PH-St5-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St5-2 
Station location options in the Tulare, Visalia, and Hanford area are 
outside the scope of this project.   

PH-St6-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-St6-2 
Please see Response to Comment Letter PH-M3.   

PH-St6-3 
Please see Response to Comment Letter PH-M3.   

PH-St6-4 
Please see Response to Comment Letter PH-M3. 

PH-St7-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as well as a discussion of the 
potential for a future but separate Altamont Pass project.  Please 
also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS for further details 
on these topics.   

PH-St8-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-St8-2 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St9-1 
Comment acknowledged.   

PH-St9-2 
As discussed in the statewide program EIR/EIS, existing Amtrak 
intercity rail service would effectively provide linkage to the proposed 
HST system, since Amtrak has stations at more numerous cities than 
the proposed HST system would have, but the proposed HST station 
sites would either be at or connect with or would likely become 
station sites for Amtrak’s San Joaquin service.   

PH-St9-3 
The bond measure will be on the November 2008 ballot. 
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PH-St9-4 
Federal participation in the HST system funding is viewed as a 
critical part of the funding plan for the proposed HST system.   

PH-St9-5 
See Response to Comment PH-St9-2 regarding existing passenger 
rail service. 

PH-St9-6 
Refer to Chapter 6 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding HST 
station area development.  Please see Standard Response 3 
regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding 
preferred alignment and station locations.  The Authority will 
examine a variety of staging plans to implement the statewide 
system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also Response to 
Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-St9-7 
The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-St9-8 
Comment noted.  Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and 
greenhouse gases.   

PH-St10-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-St10-2 
Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and greenhouse gases.   

PH-St10-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

 PH-St10-4 
The bond measure will be on the November 2008 ballot. 

PH-St10-5 
The marketing studies demonstrated that the San Joaquin Valley 
(SJV) is important to the systemwide HST ridership.  All San Joaquin 
Valley connections taken as a whole result in 21.4 million annual 
riders in the Pacheco Pass alternative and 20.4 million annual riders 
in the Altamont Pass base alternative, or 23% of total.  The San 
Francisco (SF) to SJV market is fifth highest in the Altamont Pass 
base alternative and sixth highest in the Pacheco Pass base 
alternative. This represents 7% of systemwide HST ridership.  The 
Los Angeles (LA) to SF market ranks third in the Pacheco Pass base 
alternative and fourth in the Altamont Pass base alternative.   

Annual High-Speed Rail Ridership by Travel Market 

 Altamont Pacheco 

 Rank Annual 
Boardings 

% of 
Total 

Rank Annual 
Boardings 

% of 
Total 

LA 
Intraregional 

1 18,133,000 21 2 18,133,000 19 

LA to SD 2 17,206,000 20 1 18,163,000 19 

Sac to SF 3 8,933,000 10 5 6,449,000 7 

LA to SF 4 6,397,000 7 3 8,099,000 9 

SF to SJV 5 5,747,000 7 6 6,207,000 7 

SD to SF 6 5,685,000 6 4 6,630,000 7 

SF 
Intraregional 

7 4,801,000 5 7 4,472,000 5 

LA to SJV 8 3,149,000 4 8 3,108,000 3 

LA to Sac 9 2,244,000 3 9 2,426,000 3 

Sac to SJV 10 2,032,000 2 10 2,282,000 2 
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The southern California market is also quite important for HST 
ridership; this market contributes approximately 40% of the total 
HST rail ridership, without counting the longer distance LA or San 
Diego to Sacramento or San Francisco markets.   

It is, however, important to remember that these segments do not 
operate in isolation of one another.  The SJV segments are the 
backbone of the system serving Sacramento, San Francisco, and Los 
Angeles.  So the contribution of the SJV portion of the system would 
likely include the ridership for these other segments. 

The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1. 

PH-St10-6 
The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.  Please see Section 3.3 regarding 
air quality and greenhouse gases.   

PH-St10-7 
Federal participation in the HST system funding is viewed as a 
critical part of the funding plan for the proposed HST system 

PH-St11-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and 
greenhouse gases.  Please see Standard Response 3 regarding 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please 
also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred 
alignment and station locations.   

PH-St12-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment PH-St4-
1.   

PH-St12-2 
The bond measure will be on the November 2008 ballot. 

PH-St13-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-St13-2 
Trucks are a factor in congestion, and relieving congestion on the 
major highways between northern and southern California is a major 
benefit of HST.  See Table 3.1-2 in Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation, and Parking.  Comment acknowledged. 

PH-St13-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St13-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as well as a discussion of the 
potential for a future but separate Altamont Pass project.  Please 
also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS for further details 
on these topics.   

PH-St14-1 
As discussed in the statewide program EIR/EIS, existing Amtrak 
intercity rail service would effectively provide linkage to the proposed 
HST system, since Amtrak has stations at more numerous cities than 
the proposed HST system would have, but the proposed HST station 
sites would either be at or connect with or would likely become 
station sites for Amtrak’s San Joaquin service.   

The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   

PH-St14-2 
As discussed in the statewide program EIR/EIS, existing Amtrak 
intercity rail service would effectively provide linkage to the proposed 
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HST system, since Amtrak has stations at more numerous cities than 
the proposed HST system would have, but the proposed HST station 
sites would either be at or connect with or would likely become 
station sites for Amtrak’s San Joaquin service.   

Please see Section 3.3 regarding air quality and greenhouse gases.   

The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   

PH-St15-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as well as a discussion of the 
potential for a future but separate Altamont Pass project.  Please 
also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS for further details 
on these topics.  See Response to Comment O007-46. 

PH-St15-2 
The HST ridership and revenue figures cited in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS (as well as all the Technical Reports) are exclusive to the 
HST system; the HST figures do not include Caltrain, ACE, or any 
other conventional passenger rail or transit service.  Please see 
Response to Comment L035-2 for an explanation of factors that 
influence HST ridership differences between Altamont and Pacheco. 

PH-St15-3  
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as well as a discussion of the 
potential for a future but separate Altamont Pass project.  Please 
also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS for further details 
on these topics.   

PH-St16-1 
Refer to Response to Comments PH-St4-1 and PH-St12-1. Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this Final 

Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St17-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St17-2 
Most HST station location options have been identified around 
existing transportation hubs to better facilitate connections to local 
transit and airports.   

PH-St17-3 
The proposed HST system would include aerial, at-grade, and tunnel 
portions throughout the system.   

PH-St17-4 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

Refer to Section 2.3.2, A, Selected High-Speed Train System 
Alternative, regarding potential freight service.   

PH-St17-5 
Comment acknowledged. 

PH-St18-1 
Table 3.1-2 in Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, 
shows that traffic decreases expected on I-580, I-5, and SR 99 from 
diversions to HST to be about the same for either the Altamont or 
Pacheco Pass alternatives. 

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from the Stockton Public Hearings 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page St.25-35

 

Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.  Please also see Section 3.3 of this Final Program EIR/EIS 
regarding air quality and greenhouse gas emission comparisons 
between the Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass network alternatives.   

PH-St19-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Refer to Section 2.3.2, A, Selected High-
Speed Train System Alternative, regarding potential freight service.  
The proposed HST system would provide a variety of services 
options, as described in Section 2.3.2, D, Conceptual Service Plan.   

PH-St19-2 
The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   

PH-St20-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative, as well as a discussion of the 
potential for a future but separate Altamont Pass project.  Please 
also see Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS for further details 
on these topics.   

Most HST station location options have been identified around 
existing transportation hubs to better facilitate connections to local 
transit and airports.   

PH-St21-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

The Authority will examine a variety of staging plans to implement 
the statewide system in the most cost-effective manner.  See also 
Response to Comment PH-SF22-1.   

Please also see Chapter 6 regarding HST station area development 
and Chapter 5 regarding growth. 

PH-St22-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St23-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St24-1 
Please see Response to Comments PH-St1-1 through PH-St1-3.  
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   

PH-St25-1 
Please see Response to Comments PH-St1-1 through PH-St1-3.  
Please see Standard Response 3 regarding identification of Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also see Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS regarding preferred alignment and station 
locations.   
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Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS  Received Via the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s Website  

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

W001-1 Ms. Eileen Wasser / Simi 
Valley, CA 

Wonderful. I wish Ventura County could be included in this plan, or is there a way for 
high-speed connection to include Simi Valley/Thousand Oaks, Oxnard, Ventura and 
Santa Barbara.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority’s 
(Authority’s) and the Federal Railroad 
Administration’s (FRA’s) certified statewide 
program environmental impact 
report/environmental impact statement 
(November 2005).  The proposed high-speed 
train (HST) system would not directly serve 
the areas listed but would be connected via 
conventional intercity and Metrolink services at 
multi-modal stations like Los Angeles Union 
Station.  Extensions of the HST system could 
be a possibility in the future.  

W002-1 Mr. Kpish Goyal / Attorney / 
Atherton, CA 

I believe the best route to choose is the Altamont Pass. The Pacheco Pass route goes 
through areas that are sparsely populated, whereas the Altamont route traverses an 
area east of the Bay Area that is much more populated, and that has a rapidly 
increasing population. Furthermore, the Altamont route makes the future connection 
to Sacramento much shorter, less costly, and thus more feasible in the future. The 
Altamont also decreases the time from Sacramento to San Francisco and San Jose, 
which will be a heavily traversed corridor in Northern California.  The Pacheco route 
just isn't appropriate given our population trends, and our existing areas of 
population.   

I thus strongly urge the California High Speed Rail Authority to choose the Altamont 
route.    

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W003-1 Mrs. Paula Overholtzer / 
Merced Mariposa Asthma 
Coalition / Respiratory 
Therapist / CA 

This is one of the most important projects for air quality for the future. No other 
project should take the money needed for this.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W004-1 Mr. Charles Shaheen / Fresno, 
CA 

Do not pass high speed train through the natural habitat wetlands area, this will 
disrupt the migratory bird populations of the area!   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letter L029. 
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W005-1 Mr. Alex Kiriaze / Castro 
Valley, CA 

OPPOSE the route in Merced County along Henry Miller Road or anywhere near or 
through the wetlands.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W006-1 Mr. Bill  Meyer / Private land 
owner in the vicinity / Engineer 
/ San Jose, CA 

You have GOT to be kidding! Positively NO NO NO! Cannot encroach ANY further 
with development into the wetlands area!!! Too much encroachment has happened 
already and I am disgusted with continual damage to one of our last areas for 
migrating birds to use by continued development into this area. Already I am 
completely amazed and disgusted with allowing home building on highway 33 near 
San Luis forebay right across the street from a refuge! I can't believe this one 
either!!! Absolutely..... STOP encroachment into our last area of wetlands!!!!!!   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W007-1 Ms. Thomas  Balgooyen / 
Morgan Hill, CA 

As a professor for 33 years of field biology in the Department of the Biological 
Sciences at San Jose State University, I do not recommend the proposed HST along 
the route of Henry Miller Road. The wetlands of the area cannot withstand the kind 
of disturbance in construction or operation of an HST. Without question, the fastest 
shrinking ecosystem in the World is the wetland. We need to do everything possible 
to preserve these delicate, unique systems. In addition, the Federal Government has 
spent millions of our dollars to preserve and purchase the right to sustain the 
wetlands held by private duck clubs. We need to find alternate routes to reduce the 
impact on the valley's wetlands. Respectfully, Thomas G Balgooyen, Professor    

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W008-1 Mr. Stephen  Wilson / H.S. 
Biology Teacher / Los Banos, 
CA 

This message is in concern for the placement of the High Speed Train being located 
next to Henry Miller Road north of Los Banos. This route is alongside two major 
wildlife refuge sanctuaries. Its location is more harassment and pressure to our 
declining migratory waterfowl. The wetlands continues to shrink in acreage and our 
Los Banos community is under threat from a migrating Bay Area population. Please 
reconsider your plans.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W009-1 Mr David  McCabe / 
Watsonville, CA 

HST is a great idea, but the ROW location in Merced, County near Los Banos is 
unacceptably close to the single largest remaining wetland in the State.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-3 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

O011. 

W010-1 Mr. Joseph  Thompson / 
Attorney / Gilroy, CA 

Dear Mr. Chairman & Directors, 

Identity: I have been doing post-doctoral study of transportation law & policy for the 
past 29 years, including at the Mineta Institute, TRB Georgetown, and LOC. I am a 
member of the TLA (past chair, Legislation Committee) and spent 1964-70 working 
for SP's PMT at San Jose intermodal facility, and 1970-80 working for UPRR's Traffic 
Dept., San Jose, serving Central California Coast Region shippers & receivers. 

Comment acknowledged. 

W010-2 Mr. Joseph  Thompson / 
Attorney / Gilroy, CA 

Summary: I say now what I said to HSRC at five different cities. If you were the 
board of directors of a privately held company you'd be terminated for 
incompetence. If you put enough Fedex, UPS and USPS tonnage on the HSR, then 
you wouldn't have to ask the taxpayers for a dime. 

The Authority and FRA disagree with the 
comment.  This comment raises an issue that 
was addressed and repeats prior comments 
that were responded to as part of the FRA’s 
and Authority’s certified statewide program 
EIR/EIS (November 2005).  The response to 
this comment in the statewide program 
EIR/EIS (Response to Comments of Joseph P. 
Thompson, March 10, 2004 [Letter I015]) is 
provided below. 

If the HST project is to move forward in 
California, the Authority believes that the 
private sector will contribute to its financing.  
The Authority supports private-sector 
participation in the implementation and 
operations of HST in California to the greatest 
degree possible.  In its June 2000 Business 
Plan, the Authority states, “the public’s 
investment should be limited to that which is 
necessary to ensure the construction of the 
basic system” and “private-sector funding to 
construct major elements of the system would 
be both practicable and advisable” 
(Introduction Letter to Governor and 
Legislature).  The Authority’s considerable 
research into global experience in the 
development of high-speed ground 
transportation does not support the notion 
that the proposed HST could be completely 
privately financed and it would be unrealistic 
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to promote such an approach in California.   

Feasibility studies by both the Commission 
(1993-1996) and the Authority (1997-2000) 
showed that while HST in California could 
operate at a revenue surplus, most of the 
capital costs of the initial system would have 
to be publicly financed.  Both the Commission 
and the Authority investigated the potential for 
freight services that would be compatible with 
the HST passenger services.  These 
investigations concluded that while freight 
services on the HST tracks could operate at a 
surplus, the revenue contribution from such 
freight would be small in comparison to 
passenger services.  The Authority’s June 2000 
Business Plan assumed an operating income 
from freight of about $10 million by 2020, and 
more than $16 million by 2030 (Financial Plan, 
PFM, November 2, 1999).            

Although the Program EIR/EIS is focused on 
intercity passenger travel, the Authority has 
envisioned the HST Alternative as having the 
potential to carry express freight.  Section 
2.6.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, Potential 
for Freight Services, states that: 

the proposed HST system could be used 
to carry small packages, parcels, letters, 
or any other freight that would not 
exceed typical passenger loads.  This 
service could be provided in either 
specialized freight cars on passenger 
trains or on dedicated lightweight freight 
trains.  In either case, the lightweight 
freight vehicles would be required to 
have the same performance 
characteristics as the passenger 
equipment.  This type of freight could be 
accommodated without adjustment to the 
passenger operational plan or 
modification to the passenger stations 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-5 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

and therefore was included in the funding 
scenario described in the Business Plan.   

Section 2.6.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
also recognizes that a high-speed freight 
service might also be provided on specialized, 
medium-weight freight trains.   

It would not be practicable for the private 
sector to completely finance and implement 
HST in California and in the United States.  
Every effort to date to build an HST system 
solely reliant on private sector financing in the 
United States has failed because the rate of 
return on investment for the private sector 
simply has not been enough to outweigh the 
billions of dollars needed to create and to 
implement a system.  Currently, the United 
States has extensive highway and air 
transportation networks which offer relatively 
low-cost intercity transportation anywhere in 
the nation. 

W010-3 Mr. Joseph  Thompson / 
Attorney / Gilroy, CA 

History: I recommend that you read Lenin biography, Gulag Archipelago, When 
Railroads Were New (1901), and Lincoln's words to Brig. Gen. Granville Dodge in 
1864 when Dodge told Lincoln that the transcontinental railroad should be owned by 
the government, and Lincoln said no, but the government would assist private 
enterprise in building it. Also, the fate of Wm. Jennings Bryan's "plumb plan" to 
nationalize industry including the railroads, and the fate of USA railroads that the 
government nationalized during WWI. History proves that government ownership of 
RR don't work. Read Margaret Thatcher's autobiography. 

Conclusion: We wasted billions on Amtrak subsidies, but lacked effective airport 
security on 9/11/01. We waste billions moving empty transit seats, bus & rail, while 
our highways are unsafe and our bridges are falling down. We have shiny new Light 
Rail fiascoes, sucking taxpayers dry to reward public sector unions, while motorists 
are paying 99% of fully amortized costs of public transit. That pig won't fly; that dog 
won't bark. Why did USA miss the "privatization revolution" and follow APTA to Hell? 
Is that what our grandchildren will say about our generation? After defeating the 
USSR, why did we adopt its failed economic policy? Nationalized passenger service 
by any mode is a prescription for failure, just as nationalized health care is. We have 

Please see Response to Comment W010-2. 
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the best RRs in the world today, bottomed on capitalism. 

Recommendation: Follow the Invisible Hand of Adam Smith; reject the Iron Fist of 
Karl Marx. Rail yes; Soviet-style horizontal elevators no. I don't want my 
grandchildren to hate my memory. Asa Whitney was wrong. This is America, not 
USSR-USA. 

Respectfully, 

Joseph P. Thompson 

PS. My ancestors from England were from the Darlington-Stockton area, so I guess 
that I have RRs in my blood. 

Joe Thompson 

(408) 848-5506 

Email: TransLaw@PacBell.Net   

W010-4 Mr. Joseph  Thompson / 
Attorney / Gilroy, CA 

PPS. Please include my previous public comment about your last EIR as a comment 
to this one. Same logic applies to both. Thanks.   

Please see Response to Comment W010-2. 

W011-1 Mr. Scott  Kruse / Sierra 
Nevada Alliance / Biophysical 
Geographer / Fresno, CA 

This is rational and objective. Continued support of individual vehicles makes no 
sense in light of Peak Oil, climate change and human population pressures. I very 
much look forward to robust, integrated, convenient rail transportation for California. 
Each community must build their non-sprawl infrastructure to integrate with high 
speed rail. This clearly follows the well established global economic geography 
models of Von Thunen and Christallier. Time to put highways on a starvation diet 
and build efficient, climate-appropriate, long-term transportation that serves people, 
not vehicles.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W012-1 Mr. Tim Pitsker /Lawyer / 
Fremont, CA 

Residents of Fremont and Sunol adamantly oppose the Altamont Pass Alternative. 
This alternative includes nearly 3 1/2 miles of tunnels through Niles Canyon and the 
elimination of the Niles Historical Train. Niles Canyon is a scenic beauty and both 
Fremont and Sunol will fight hard to preserve it and the Historical Train. The State of 
California has designated Niles Canyon road a scenic road. Any tampering with Niles 
Canyon and you will have a huge environmental fight on your hands. Please 
eliminate the Altamont Pass Alternative.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W012-2 Mr. Tim Pitsker / Lawyer / 
Fremont, CA 

On the other hand, both San Jose and Monterey County support the Pacheco Pass 
Alternative. Why not build the HSR where it is wanted instead of getting into a battle 
where it is not wanted? You should also include in the Pacheco Pass Alternative a 
freight line and have a combined freight and passenger corridor. Currently MTC is 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
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planning on putting short haul freight through Niles Canyon, but that will be 
contested by Fremont and Sunol.  However, Monterey County wants the freight to be 
shipped through its county so its agriculture business will have easy access to the 
Central Valley. So you should work with MTC to build a combined passenger and 
freight corridor through Pacheco Pass.   

Preferred Alternative.   

The planning and inclusion of a short haul 
freight line is not the responsibility of the 
Authority and beyond the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS. 

W012-3 Mr. Tim Pitsker / Lawyer / 
Fremont, CA 

The 2005 EIR/EIS eliminated the Altamont Pass Alternative. I incorporate by 
reference Chapter 2 on Alternatives, pages 2-35 to 2-38, Section F. ALTAMONT PASS 
(CENTRAL VALLEY TO BAY AREA) of the 2005 EIR/EIS. This section gives an 
excellently reasoned explanations as to why the Altamont Pass Alternative should be 
eliminated. Most of the points made are still applicable to the current EIR/EIS.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W013-1 Mr. Daniel Sonke / Agriculture 
Scientist / Escalon, CA 

I favor a high speed rail route to the Bay Area through the Altamont route rather 
than the more southern route along 152. So much of the Central Valley's rapid 
urbanization has been in the Modesto area. A rail route would alleviate the 
developing traffic problems while facilitating concentration of development around 
the rail corridor. My goal is to reduce and concentrate urbanization. I also fear that 
the southern route would increase development in the Merced area while doing 
nothing to alleviate the problems developing in the Modesto area.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also refer to 
Chapter 5, “Economic Growth and Impacts,” of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS and Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth. 

W013-2 Mr. Daniel Sonke / Agriculture 
Scientist / Escalon, CA 

For the same reasons, I favor routes through the Central Valley which allow for 
downtown stations (e.g. in Modesto or Tracy) rather than the routes on the outskirts 
of cities. I fear these routes, though more rural and perhaps therefore easier to 
implement, would actually encourage further sprawl and abandonment of downtown 
business and residential areas. Downtown stations would encourage redevelopment 
of city cores. They also would attract business travelers like me. I try to travel by rail 
in the Valley whenever possible, but stations located outside the city core make it 
problematic to get to a meeting downtown. 

Comment acknowledged.  The Preferred 
Alternative includes stations at downtown 
Modesto and downtown Merced.  Please see 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

W014-1 Mr. Richard Schussel / 
Pleasanton, CA 

I am very concerned about the proposal and it's affect on waterfowl, and other shore 
birds. The Grasslands are a cherished jewel to this state and country and needs to 
remain a haven for birds and animals.... 

Many duck clubs could be affected and that would ultimately mean potential loss of 
hunters AND THEIR MONEY - which funds the watering and agricultural practices for 
those clubs. 

I would rather not see the railway built anywhere near the Grasslands and it's 
sanctuaries.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 
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W015-1 Mr. Craig Easton / Stevinson, 
CA 

I am totally against the high speed train on Henry miller road there are other places 
to put it without in are grasslands I hope you see both side on this issue.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W016-1 Mr. Lane Davis / Engineer / 
Salinas, CA 

The 'Pacheco Pass Route' should be the preferred bay area route so as to include 
Monterey County and Santa Clara County in the transportation benefits of the 
California High-Speed Rail Project.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

W016-2 Mr. Lane Davis / Engineer / 
Salinas, CA 

A stop in Gilroy would be very beneficial to the citizens on the central coast and 
provide a hub for tourist transport to the Monterey/Santa Cruz tourist destinations. 
Also, a stop en route to San Francisco in San Jose (aka 'Silicon Valley') would be 
valuable as the technological engine to the world lies here.   

Sincerely,  Lane Davis 

Salinas, CA 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

W017-1 Mr. Anthony Dominguez / 
Santa Clara County / Law 
Enforcement / Gilroy, CA 

Please do the right thing and route high-speed rail through the Pacheco Pass into the 
Bay Area. San Jose and Silicon Valley should be a focal point of the HSR 
system, not a spur destination.  For Central Valley commuters east of Tracy, make 
improvements instead to ACE rail. Thank you.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding Pacheco 
Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via the 
Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.   

W018-1 Mr. Jose Govea / Fremont, CA In reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS, I would like to strongly recommend that the Pacheco 
Pass Alternative be the one selected for the High Speed Train from the Central Valley 
to the S.F. Bay Area. In terms of revenue, more direct connection to San Jose (and 
then San Francisco) would yield the largest potential considering rider ship need and 
quantity. I believe it would also minimize environmental impact to such areas as 
Niles, if the Altamont pass were to be used.  . 

Regards, José Govea 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding Pacheco 
Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via the 
Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.   

W019-1 Ms. Joanne Bertoli / Fremont, 
CA 

We want the Pacheco Pass Alternative not the Altamont Pass Alternative because of 
the environmental consequences to Niles Canyon and the loss of the Historic Train.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
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Preferred Alternative. 

W020-1 Ms. Jennifer Emmett / 
Fremont, CA 

I am against the High Speed Train in its entirely. I feel it is a waste of my tax dollars 
and merely a pet-project of special interest groups.  

However, if the project must go through, the train should go through the Pacheco 
Pass, NOT the Altamont. The environmental impact of a high speed train traveling 
through the Niles Canyon and across or through the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge is 
too great.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W021-1 Ms. Sarah Jeske / Fremont, CA Dear Sirs: 

I would like to see the Pacheco Pass Alternative NOT the Altamont Pass Alternative 
because of the environmental consequences to Niles Canyon and the loss of the 
Historic Train. The Historic Train ride through Niles Canyon is a city treasure and 
should not become a consequence of bad planning. 

Thank you, Sarah Jeske   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding the identification of 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.   

W022-1 Mr. Art Lewellan / Portland, OR A non-electrified TALGO high-speed train at 150mph is faster than the proposed 
220mph Bombardier-type trainset. Don't believe it? Electrification is at least 1/4 of 
the project cost. Speed is determined by track upgrading, continuous rail, and grade 
separation first, then electrification which will NOT actually produce an average 
220mph. Average speed, even with electrification, is closer to 150mph. With TALGO-
type trainsets, track upgrades are less extensive, less expensive and mostly 
necessary between San Jose and Los Angeles. The link between San Jose and San 
Francisco is ready to go now. Most of the route is rural where little environmental 
benefit will occur with electrification.  

Please see the Authority’s and FRA’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS (November 2005).   

W022-2 Mr. Art Lewellan / Portland, OR The Bay Area's rail network needs to be integrated, meaning transferring between 
Caltrans, Amtrak, BART, light rail, bus systems, and the new high-speed train line is 
a far more important engineering consideration than providing 1-seat rides for the 
luxury of high-speed train riders. Land-use and development patterns that generate 
transit ridership benefit at such critical transfer points. All Bay Area transit systems 
should follow these theories of transit integration overlaid with transit-oriented 
principles of land-use and development. The hub which the new high-speed train 
must directly serve, following these guidelines, is San Jose.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative includes the Downtown San Jose 
station.  All HST stations will be multi-model 
transportation hubs.  Please see Chapter 6, 
“Station Area Development,” of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 
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W022-3 Mr. Art Lewellan / Portland, OR Still don't believe 150mph TALGO-type trainsets are faster than a 220mph 
Bombardier-type trainsets like the Amtrak Acela? Keep pushing for that faster and far 
more expensive electric train and California will get NO high-speed rail system. 
150mph is faster than failure. Go TALGO first! Expensive electrification can follow as 
the system matures. (Please don't casually reply with the lame bureaucratic 'excuse' 
that THE LAW requires the train speed achieve 200mph.) The price tag is too high. 
Non-electrification is a perfectly justifiable, effective and manageable means to 
reduce costs.   

One last comment: non-electrified track can, where appropriate, increase its 
productive use for limited, though revenue-generating freight train traffic. Come ride 
the Amtrak Cascades Talgo between Portland and Seattle. Even at only 80mph, you'll 
enjoy the ride.    

Please refer to Response to Comment W022-1. 

W023-1 Mr. Mike Macarelli / VTA Light-
Rail Operator / San Jose, CA 

Pacheco Pass is the preferred corridor since Gilroy is the gateway to the Bay Area. 
Also, the Altamont Pass needs a line. No line between Irvine and San Diego was a 
mistake and will cost CA and the public.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

Please refer to the Authority’s and FRA’s 
certified statewide program EIR/EIS 
(November 2005) for the rationale for there 
being no direct HST line between Irvine and 
San Diego. 

W023-2 Mr. Mike Macarelli / VTA Light-
Rail Operator / San Jose, CA 

Use Japanese trains, overhead, switches, and control / communication systems since 
Japan builds the best cars-reliable, high-quality, and great resale. 

Comment acknowledged.  The selection of a 
manufacturer for the trainsets is beyond the 
scope of this Program EIR/EIS process.  A 
manufacturer will be selected in the future if 
the HST project is implemented.  

W024-1 Mr. Albert Kochaphum / San 
Francisco State / Student / San 
Francisco, CA 

I feel that the Altamont Pass Alignment is the best option for the High Speed Rail 
project in the Bay Area because of how the Pacheco pass will serve to feed 
environmentally damaging suburban sprawl in the Los Banos and southern San Jose 
area. Already, San Jose is seen as a major sprawl urban area, with four major 
freeways, low density housing, and scarce public transportation ridership numbers 
dotting the area. Although, it does make sense to have some kind of service in San 
Jose, what is more important to the vitality of our state would be to develop density 
in the areas in which the commuters "already" exist, (like from Stockton and 
Livermore via the Altamont Pass-as shown with the daily traffic jams on I-580, and 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  There is no HST station 
at Los Banos. 
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heavy user ship on the Amtrak's Capital Corridor), rather than expect ridership to 
develop in places on where commuters are "projected" to exist, like the Southern 
San Jose/Los Banos area. It could be argued that the Capital Corridor could be used 
as a substitute for the Altamont pass, however, this neglects the fact that Capital 
Corridor service is a much different from what High Speed Rail would provide- both 
in terms of speed and frequency. If there are commuters are already in that area, it 
makes sense that there will be even more commuters when High Speed Rail gets 
built in that area. One of the main reasons that we desperately need a high speed 
rail project in California is because we need to be able to connect dense areas of the 
State together in a high efficiency system that creates an environmentally better 
alternative than driving and flying for these areas. In that respect, this 
environmentally friendly alternative should NOT create sprawl, by developing in 
undeveloped areas, such as Los Banos, and the Pacheco pass will definitely be a 
culprit for this. Even in the EIR document, it shows that the Pacheco pass would be 
more costly, and add travel time to trips originating from San Francisco to 
Sacramento. In considering all of those points above, and in closing, I strongly urge 
that the Altamont pass be chosen for the final alignment, NOT the Pacheco Pass. 
Thank you for your time in reading this comment.   

W025-1 Mr. Bryant / San Jose, CA High Speed Rail is a great idea it would help unify the state and would be a huge 
boost to the state’s economy!    

Comment acknowledged. 

W025-2 Mr. Bryant / San Jose, CA Heavy Rail transit stations have the largest impact on real estate values and are a 
much larger boost then light rail or other transit options.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W025-3 Mr. Bryant / San Jose, CA The fact of the matter is that California's population is still growing rapidly even 
though our transportation infrastructure has received little to no upgrades especially 
in northern California. Our airports are close to reaching their maximum capacity, 
and since none of the tree huggers allow us to build more airports or any expansion 
to our existing airports we must build high speed rail to help keep our state and our 
economy growing. Imagine how it would unify the state. A hockey fan in Fresno 
could hop on high speed rail at be at a Sharks game in 40 to 45 minutes. People 
could live in Los Angeles but work in San Jose. It would expand our markets and 
would be a catalyst for development around every station location. A European 
model of transit oriented development is a necessity to balance the strains on our 
local cities and maintain a robust economy. It is the natural evolution of West Coast 
cities that we are finally reaching critical mass and need to look at New York, 
Chicago, etc as a basis for development and transit strategies moving forward. 
Simply put we are running out of land and need to start building more high density 
developments.  

Comment acknowledged. 
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I live and work in Downtown San Jose and I sold my car about six months ago. I am 
currently taking light rail which is a very clean safe and effective system. I am a huge 
fan of Silicon Valley's light rail. It is much cleaner and faster than San Francisco or 
other cities I have been in. The Bay Area as whole needs improvements in its transit 
system but you can more or less get anywhere you need to go it just make take a 
while. With Cal-Train and Amtrak Capitol Corridor and Ace Trains to Sacramento and 
Stockton northern California is well covered however, because of the grapevine and 
the mountains in L.A. there is no direct rail connection to So Cal. Most of my family is 
in Southern California and if there was a high speed rail system I would have no 
need to get a car at all. I would use the system all of the time if it where available. 
Let’s start construction as soon as possible in my opinion.   

W025-4 Mr. Bryant / San Jose, CA My one concern is over the choice of routes into the Bay Area. The Altamont pass 
option makes no sense and would have Fremont or Union City be the entry 
point/transfer station for the entire Bay Area which is ridiculous! 

Not only is the Pacheco Pass route geographically more sensible but it would 
increase the frequency of trains to the region’s economic epicenter being San 
Jose/Silicon Valley. I would think service to S.F. and Oakland would be faster and 
more efficient with this route as well.  

The Altamont pass route is just politicians fighting for some constituent candy to 
hand out. It is absurd and it would require a multi Billion dollar bridge or tunnel over 
the Bay, which is not only financially impossible but strategically difficult with all of 
the environmentalist groups in SF & Berkeley who would complain and fight it in 
court.  

The Pacheco Pass South Bay route is definitely the way to go. Please use common 
sense and send the high speed rail down 152 and through Pacheco Pass into the Job 
Center of Silicon Valley.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

W026-1 Mr. Tim Mac / San Jose, CA I vote for the Pacheco route in the Bay Area to Central high speed route. Tim.   Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

W027-1 Mr. Andrew Samuelsen / 
Alameda, CA 

I think that the Altamont route, through Oakland, under the bay, through San 
Francisco and then to San Jose is best. It directly connects all trains through the 3 
major hubs which is essential. The rail tube under the bay is essential to not only 
HSR, but BART, and other future extensions of existing rail services and new rail 
services. The Altamont pass area is better geared for growth and would benefit more 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
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than the Pacheco pass route. The second best option is Altamont to San Jose to San 
Francisco. The third best is Altamont to Oakland to San Jose to San Francisco. All 
three cities must have all trains go through them. Don't split the trains.   

Preferred Alternative.   

W028-1 Mr. Richard Rayburn / 
California State Parks, Natural 
Resources Division / Chief / 
Sacramento, CA 

Dear Messrs. Leavitt and Valenstein: 

I am writing to request additional time to review the above-referenced DEIR/DEIS.  

The two-volume document plus additional supporting reference materials describe a 
project that has great interest and potential significant impact to California State 
Parks. The material is of such magnitude that additional time is absolutely necessary 
in order to prepare comments.  

The previous statewide document accommodated a 90 day comment period, even 
though much of the project was described in superficial and broad terms, deferring 
detailed descriptions to a later date. Because of the size and complexity of the 
California High Speed Rail Project, number of state park system units potentially 
affected, the controversial nature of certain elements of the plan and the newly re-
considered Bay Area to Central Valley routes, I request that you extend the public 
review and comment period to November 16, 2007.This would give my staff an 
opportunity to more fully evaluate the relative merits and impacts of the proposed 
alternative routes. Granting this extension will allow for the critically-needed analysis 
of the project and give you an opportunity to benefit from the analysis and 
comments we will provide. 

You can reach me at 916-653-6725. 

Sincerely, Original signed by 

Richard G. Rayburn, Chief, Natural Resources Division   

Please see Response to Comment O003-1. 

W029-1 Mr. Scott Smith-McCurdy / 
UCSF MC/Self employed / IT 
Manager/ Massage therapist / 
San Francisco, CA 

I support the Altamont Pass alignment into the Bay Area. It allows service to the 
Northern Central Valley and promises much better service possibilities to 
Sacramento. It better serves areas of high traffic congestion and projected ridership 
demands. It has a lower operating cost. 

It would avoid ecologically sensitive wetlands and farmland in the Los Banos area. 
Piggybacking on the Dumbarton rail crossing would have great benefits as well.  

I understand the mindset of the VTA and Silicon valley folks but don't agree with 
their arguments. It seems the Altamont Alignment would not change trip times 
significantly and would train schedules could be adjusted to meet demand. As one 
person pointed out at a public hearing there are benefits to getting on an empty train 
starting at Diridion Station as opposed to one where the prime seats have been filled 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 
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at stops up the peninsula. 

In the end getting the system built is more important than this alignment issue so 
thanks for considering my comments. Don't give up heart in the face of the 
Governor's ignorant actions and keep up the good work! 

Scott Smith-McCurdy   

W030-1 Mrs. Beth Mallory / QC Lab 
Supervisor / Stockton, CA 

I currently commute 3 hours EACH way on the ACE train from Stockton to the 
Fremont station. When I have had to drive, it has taken me no less than 3 hours 
each way and that is leaving Stockton for Hayward at 5am and leaving Hayward for 
Stockton at 3:30pm. 

The ACE allows me to work on the train and my employer fortunately is flexible with 
this arrangement, but I know there are many others who are not so fortunate. Also, 
I try to do my part in cutting down on pollution and I believe that this is a small thing 
that would have a BIG impact on the environment, including air pollution.  

I see this proposal as being a wonderful opportunity, as it will allow me to have more 
time at home with my family.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W031-1 Pat Giorni / none / Retired / 
Burlingame, CA 

Gentlemen; 

Although I gave oral public comment at the August 27 Regional Rail Project 
workshop in San Carlos, I would like to amend that comment with the following: 

It is of paramount importance that the Governor not cut any further the budget of 
the California High Speed Rail Authority; and that a bond measure with the 
recommendation of the Pacheco Pass Alignment be placed on the November 2008 
ballot. 

One of the major goals of this project is to alleviate intrastate highway and airport 
use between Los Angeles and the Bay Area. The Pacheco Pass option provides the 
best "relief" of the three major airports; and it would allow the High Speed Rail to 
incorporate the already publicly-owned Caltrain corridor. It would also serve to bring 
in the Federal funding necessary for grade separation in all three counties within the 
Caltrain/JPB jurisdiction.  

California has been and continues to be a leader in establishing transportation and 
air quality standards.  With the vision of High Speed Rail we can be the innovator of 
a national and world-class mass transit system.  We should not forget that it was the 
railroad that led to the expansion of this country "from sea to shining sea".  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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With respect, Patricia Hogan-Giorni   

W032-1 Edmundo Luna / San 
Francisco, CA 

Please build the high speed rail ASAP!   Comment acknowledged. 

W033-1 Fredrick Schermer / SFMTA / 
Transit Planner / San 
Francisco, CA 

This project has been underway for quite some time, and it is difficult to imagine a 
different track will be considered even when it turns out to be a much better track. 
Yet that is my comment. My biggest complaint about the current plan is that the 
current proposal does not deliver the best solution from an economic nor from a 
service perspective. I believe the proposed plan is made by planners without a solid 
economic background - or by people from a solid economic background other than 
transit. To make my case: 

San Francisco, though it is my home town, is not the economically best location in 
the Northern Bay Area to create a station. With it being situated on the tip of a 
peninsula any future expansion will be costly. San Francisco planners are already 
asking for a future link of the High-Speed Rail with Sacramento, an option only 
available through an estimated 4 billion dollar costing tunnel in today's money 
underneath the bay. All that expensive trouble with an easy cheaper solution readily 
available (to be explained below). 

Another economical argument is that a station in San Francisco will aggravate the 
current commuter and transit trends in place. With more people living in the northern 
section of the East Bay than in San Francisco, users of the High-Speed Rail will use 
BART to get to San Francisco during morning commute hours to get to the Transbay 
Terminal. That is a time when BART experiences its highest load factor. It is in the 
passengers' interest to commute in the opposite direction, an option that is also 
economically more sensible for the transit proprietors so the use of infrastructure 
already in place can be optimized. 

I do not complain about the high cost of the TransBay Terminal; it appears that the 
market forces will provide the city this terminal for 'free.' However, the market forces 
are already unwilling to definitively include the 40 million dollars needed for a high-
quality pedestrian tunnel between the terminal and Muni/BART. These are minor but 
important details: passenger aggravations at such nodes contribute to fewer people 
using the High-Speed Rail.  

A solution, much easier to implement and much cheaper to build and expand, is 
circumventing the San Francisco station with a much cheaper station in West-
Oakland (named: San Francisco Bay Station). From here, downtown San Francisco is 
a 7 minute ride on BART, and morning commuters on BART now in opposite direction 
will take this train towards Los Angeles and Sacramento. All users from the region 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Alternatives using the 
East Bay were considered but were not 
selected as preferred for this phase of the HST 
project. 
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can commute to a central location in West-Oakland instead of having to go to 
already over-niched San Francisco. Morning commuters from Sacramento and Los 
Angeles will arrive in West-Oakland (after the morning rush) and finish their 
commute in all directions. Connecting the San Francisco Bay station (in West-
Oakland) to Sacramento is far cheaper than the option that includes digging a tunnel 
underneath the bay, and it is positioned more centrally and is therefore far superior 
than the Transbay Terminal.   

W033-2 Fredrick Schermer / SFMTA / 
Transit Planner / San 
Francisco, CA 

The other economic argument against the current proposal I like to make is that the 
Central Valley, too, will not get its most optimized version of High-Speed Rail. I 
propose an adjustment that makes better use of economies of scale, and in order to 
do so, I must first point to the big population gap between Los Angeles and the Bay 
Area. Though the Eastern Central Valley has a growing population, it is dispersed and 
automobile dependent. No parking lot large enough can optimize the use of the 
High-Speed Rail in this segment. Because, that is the beauty of dense population 
areas: people come by transit en masse from many directions, making the rail 
system viable. To create the same situation at the geographical heart of the High-
Speed line, the High-Speed Rail Authority should consider creating/upgrading the 
current rail from Sacramento and Mid-Central Valley to San Luis Obispo, and align 
the High-Speed Rail to the most Western part of the Central Valley (straight line from 
San Jose to Bakersfield). Where both lines connect, near Coalinga, a mature 
connecting station will start to exist between Los Angeles and the Bay Area. This 
station will support the High-Speed Rail appropriately, while ensuring a minimum of 
stops and the shortest time between both metropolitan areas. With California a 
tremendously fast growing state, a more densely built city of 1 or 2 million people 
could even be envisioned here in the Western Central Valley. If the High-Speed Rail 
Authority is smart, it would buy truly large swaths of land near this self-designated 
station, and help develop such a city. The profits of this urban development could 
further help finance the California High-Speed Rail. 

A High-Speed Rail that makes the straightest line between San Diego, Los Angeles, 
Bakersfield, San Jose, San Francisco Bay Station (in West-Oakland), and Sacramento 
is the fastest rail. It is possible to make this the TGV of California. A rail line, fast in 
the order of Germany's ICE, between San Luis Obispo, the High Speed Rail station 
near Coalinga, Fresno, Sacramento, Chico, and Redding, makes for a high quality 
supportive element in what then becomes a more economically attractive overall 
product, one that delivers faster, better and more service to more Californians. 

Single rail lines tend to be expensive rail lines; multiple rail lines bring down cost. 
Only when rail lines make high quality connections to other rail lines do the costs 
come down. Memphis with a single light rail system sees very low returns on its 

This comment is beyond the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please refer to the FRA’s 
and Authority’s certified statewide program 
EIR/EIS (November 2005). 
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investments; New York with its system of subway lines fares three times better 
compare to cost. The beauty of it all is that connecting the high speed rail to the 
hearts of high quality rail systems (and that is Oakland in the Bay Area), and creating 
the best economic opportunities (such as a station where the high speed line and the 
rail between San Luis Obispo and Fresno meet), the passengers actually end up 
benefiting the most. The best economic solutions are the ones that benefit the 
passengers on average best. And more users means the High-Speed Rail proprietor 
benefits most as well. For its own sake, and for how future users will look back on 
the planners of today, it is important that the High-Speed Rail Authority considers the 
future as a real aspect of this project today. 

The current proposal is too much a political proposal. Admitted immediately, the 
system will never be viable all by itself, but there is a difference between the 
operations of the project costing more and this costing less. By starting out with 
going for the best possible economic option, the best possible solution for 
passengers and California will surface. Too much politics makes for less wise 
solutions. Somehow, transit agencies have competition on their minds when dealing 
with each other instead of seeing the car and the plane as their real competitors 
(See: BART and Caltrans not connecting at the heart of the BART system, an 
economically incomprehensible choice). Also, planners have too much the car on 
their minds without understanding that High-Speed Rail is like the eagle of transit: 
without an appropriate eco-system to sustain this animal, it will fail to meet its future 
challenges. Substituting the eco-system by providing large amounts of man-produced 
foods (or for High-Speed Rail, man-driven cars and parking lots) will automatically 
change the nature of the beast in a negative direction. 

That is my complaint: this plan is inferior from an economic point of view and from a 
service point of view. I have no doubts about the good intentions, but the current 
plan shows that the planners are not knowledgeable enough about transit and High-
Speed Rail in particular.   

W034-1 Mr. Brian Nores / San 
Francisco, CA 

PLEASE!!! Get this moving; time is money and time is pollution.  

NO MORE DELAYS! 

Thank you.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W035-1 David & Anne Cehrs / Sanger, 
CA 

We prefer the Altamont Pass alignment alternative. Altamont is already impacted 
with multiple roads, rails, power lines, etc. 

Altamont is a wider canyon and has more room to place the high speed rail line 
within the canyon. It has a lower elevation and thus would be less energy intensive 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
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to get the trains over the pass. It is the less expensive alternative - good. 

We do not like the Pacheco Pass alternative. It would cost more, the canyon is 
narrow with less room for the rail line, it has a greater elevation gain and would 
require more energy to cross. In addition the proposed Pacheco Pass alternatives 
routes across the San Joaquin Valley would impact both state and federal wildlife 
refuges and wetland sanctuaries. It would also require more expenses to mitigate 
floodplain problems and have a greater impact on farmlands.  

Again we prefer the Altamont Pass alignment.   

Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W036-1 Mr. John Honnette / 
Environmental Health 
Specialist / Kingsburg, CA 

I believe that the Altamont Pass is a much better location than Pacheco Pass for the 
High Speed Rail Alignment for the following reasons:(1) The trip from Sacramento to 
the Bay Area would be shorter, (2) The systemwide O & M costs for the Pacheco 
Pass network alternatives are approximately $80 million more than the Altamont Pass 
network alternatives serving the same markets, (3) The Altamont Pass connection 
between the Bay Area and the Central Valley would serve to connect all the Central 
Valley cities from Bakersfield to Sacramento, an area of rapid growth. The High 
Speed Rail would very likely contribute to "densification" of Central Valley cities 
rather than contributing to additional sprawl, (4) The Altamont Pass is an already 
disrupted corridor with numerous railways and highways. The High Speed Rail would 
provide another transportation alternative in this congested corridor and encourage 
growth in already populated areas, (5) The Pacheco Pass Alignment would likely 
impede wildlife movement corridors in the largest contiguous block of wetlands in the 
Central Valley, including state and federal wildlife refuges. The rail corridor will have 
an 8-foot high chain-link fence on both sides of the tracks, sound barriers in some 
areas, 25-foot towers carrying the electrical lines, and electrical substations at 15-to-
30 mile intervals, and lastly (6) The Pacheco Pass Alignment would have greater 
farmland and floodplain impacts than the Altamont Pass Alignment. For the above 
reasons, I believe the High Speed Rail should be built through the much more highly 
developed and lower elevation Altamont Pass rather than through the less 
developed, higher, narrower and more rugged Pacheco Pass.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W037-1 Mr. Jeff Andrews / Sunnyvale, 
CA 

After looking at the draft copy of the EIS/EIR, it seems that the best alignment for 
minimizing cost and maximizing ridership and revenue is to implement one of the 
Altamont based alignments. 

The two pieces of data that made this pretty clear to me: 

Maximizing ridership and minimizing construction costs seem like really clear goals to 
me. The ratio of ridership/construction cost was very high for all the Pacheco pass 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Terminating the HST 
system in Union City or San Jose were 
considered but rejected as these alternatives 
do not meet the purpose and need of the 
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alternatives compared to the Altamont pass ones. 

The Pacheco pass alternatives had significantly longer transit times to Sacramento, 
for really no added user value. 

Thus, I think it is pretty clear that the Pacheco alternatives should be discarded. 

Next, among the Altamont alternatives (mostly about how much to connect to San 
Jose, Oakland, and SF), this was far less clear. 

However, looking at the ridership/cost again, it would appear the best solution would 
be either terminating only in Union City or San Jose. I would suggest San Jose 
despite slightly higher cost versus Union City because San Jose would connect better 
to Caltrain on the peninsula and there would still be a BART connection possible in 
Livermore or Pleasanton or Fremont without a Union City station.  By connecting to 
both BART and Caltrain to implement the Bay Area network, the result would be very 
cost effective.   

proposed HST system.  Please see Chapter 8 
of this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

W037-2 Mr. Jeff Andrews / Sunnyvale, 
CA 

Also, while I live much closer to Palo Alto than any of the other station alternatives, I 
would highly recommend against a station in Palo Alto. Palo Alto would be unlikely to 
be very receptive to adding high density growth near the station and Palo Alto's very 
anti-car street design make driving on Palo Alto streets to a station painful.  Palo Alto 
is not a large city and most people would probably need to drive cars or take taxis to 
the station. This kind of car traffic would be unwelcome and painful in Palo Alto. The 
situation in San Jose would be much better.   

Comment acknowledged.  The Preferred 
Alternative identifies a potential HST station in 
either Palo Alto or Redwood City.  Project-level 
environmental analysis will be necessary to 
determine a preferred site (and whether to 
have a mid-Peninsula HST station). 

W037-3 Mr. Jeff Andrews / Sunnyvale, 
CA 

Frankly, a very key item for deciding the ultimate Bay Area stations and terminus 
should be the given city's willingness to add lots of new high density development 
near the station, lots of free/cheap parking, efficient intermodal station, and very 
good freeway connectivity to get riders efficiently to the station. 

I believe that despite the desire to have a all-rail connectivity from user to local train 
to HST, many users will need to drive since the local train will be too painful to make 
use of. By painful, I mean wasteful of time and out of the way to get to a station. 

Further, I think a selection criteria around how many airports the HST connects to is 
unnecessary. Local trains can connect the airports to the HST. At SFO there is BART, 
so just make sure BART efficiently connects to HST. I remember having to take 
such local trains in Europe from airports and paying for HST infrastructure for short 
distances to taxi people parallel to existing BART or Caltrain seems wasteful of 
construction cost. 

Note that the smaller Bay Area cities like Palo Alto and Redwood City have been 

Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and 
FRA disagree with the commenter’s belief that 
it is not desirable to connect the HST system 
with California’s major airports (please see 
Chapter 1, “Purpose and Need”).  Please also 
see Response to Comment W037-2. 
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historically very poor at adding high density development, parking, or efficient 
freeway connections.  I'm not as familiar with the east bay smaller cities and whether 
they attempt to maximize these expensive type mass transit projects or not, but in 
the peninsula and south bay, I find it highly unlikely that the smaller towns would get 
over their NIMBY approach to high density development enough to maximize the 
investment to bring stations to their towns. San Jose would be the best bet as a 
result. 

Best wishes on bringing this to fruition, Jeff   

W038-1 Mr. Andrew Gross / Calif State 
Auto Assn / Auto Travel 
Product Analyst / Union City, 
CA 

Please approve the Pacheco route for these reasons: 

With Pacheco, up to three times more trains will stop in San Jose versus Altamont.  
And 50% more trains will go to San Francisco and Oakland. Altamont is inefficient. 

The faster passengers can go their destinations, the more likely they will choose HSR 
over flying or driving.  Pacheco means less travel time between the largest city in 
Southern California and the largest city in Northern California. 

The primary purpose of HSR is long-distance travel -- not short-distance commuting. 
Amtrak and ACE already provide rail service from Sacramento and the Central Valley 
to the Bay Area. HSR would merely duplicate already-existing service. 

(My comments constitute my personal opinion and do not represent a CSAA 
position.)   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W039-1 Mr. James Lartigue / Los 
Banos, CA 

We need the HST to go along Hwy 152 to reduce the traffic along that corridor & cut 
down on pollution.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W040-1 Mr. Jonathan McComb / 
college student / Merced, CA 

It should go through the Altamont Pass. It will be quicker for Merced and 
surrounding counties.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W041-1 Mrs. Bettie Harrison / Disabled 
HR manager / Atwater, CA 

My retired husband and I support the Altamont Pass route. We travel to S F and 
vicinity for specialized medical care not available in the Central Valley, as well as 
visiting relatives. 

We do about 20-30 trips a year, 95% over Altamont Pass. Most of those trips could 
be done on a train linking to BART using the Altamont route, saving us gas, and 
saving the environment from vehicle pollution.  Many others from the San Joaquin 
Valley we know also go over Altamont for shopping, medical care, etc. Many people 
from our area work in the Bay Area, and most seem to use Altamont. 

We understand the Altamont Pass route is doable with less environmental impact 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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than the more pristine Pacheco Pass. We strongly encourage that route.   

W042-1  Damien Boesch / San Jose, 
CA 

I absolutely support the high speed rail path to San Francisco that follows the 
Pacheco pass. To me, it's a no-brainer. California desperately needs this high speed 
rail system as fast as possible at the lowest cost. Although your reports allege that 
the cost of the Altamont pass and Pacheco pass are nearly identical, these studies 
must be false. How can a NEW bridge or transbay tunnel across the bay cost under 
15 million dollars alone? Construction to cross the bay will take many more years 
than a simple over-land route. Finally, these construction projects will destroy bay 
wetland habitats.  

The Pacheco pass route will not be hampered by these problems. It will accelerate 
the implementation of rail in California. The Altamont pass route can be built after 
the success of high speed rail is proven.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.    

W043-1 Mr. Jason Long / English 
Professor / Merced, CA 

I am writing this note to argue strongly in favor of the Altamont pass route into the 
Bay Area, rather than the Los Banos/Pacheco pass route.  One key reason is the 
rapid growth of the northern Central Valley.  Areas like Turlock, Modesto, Stockton, 
Tracy and others are growing at  astonishing rates - especially when compared to 
cities inside the greater Bay Area - and I think it is important that these areas be as 
"connected" to the Bay as possible.  Also, when you consider the job situation, many 
Valley residents currently work in the East Bay and commute by car to areas like 
Tracy, Stockton, and even some I know all the way to Modesto!  This connection 
could make a huge difference in their lives, and bring in MORE riders for the trains.  
The other route goes through mostly empty farmland, the largest town being Los 
Banos which is about one-tenth the size of Modesto, and will force all travelers into 
the South Bay.  The issue there is that while I know that San Jose is the largest 
"city" in the Bay Area, the East Bay is by far the largest side of the Bay.  As a Merced 
resident I know many who commute regularly into the East Bay for work or 
entertainment or other activities, and literally none who go from here to San Jose to 
work or play.  If the goal of the high-speed train is to save money, then it should be 
built out through the middle of nowhere; however, if the goal is to have the highest 
ridership possible, and to serve the most people, the route without question needs to 
head up through the north Central Valley and over the Altamont Pass into the East 
Bay.  Thank you for your consideration.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

W044-1 Neil Shea / Product Manager / 
Newark, CA 

Congratulations and thank you for the determined work of the Authority.  This 
project is sorely needed and creates such a huge opportunity to keep California at 
the economic forefront of the nation and beyond.   

Comment acknowledged. 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-22 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

W044-2 Neil Shea / Product Manager / 
Newark, CA 

The route alignment you have defined is outstanding.  Understandably, Bay Area 
geography and politics have mitigated for special consideration of this important 
region.  Besides San Francisco and SFO Airport, it offers a number of secondary 
destinations which might be included on an HSR route, initially or later.   

Obviously not all cities and people will be delighted with whatever selection the 
Authority makes.  And clearly HSR is not the only train.  By definition, HSR succeeds 
with direct routes through the most target rich alignments and by strong 
interconnections. 

As with the Inland Empire and Los Angeles, the largest and worst commutes are 
from the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay Area through the Altamont Pass I-580 
corridor.  This offers the biggest opportunity for HSR ridership, as well as to play an 
important part in relieving local congestion.  One very direct route could come in 
along the I-580/238 corridor, near the OAK Airport, and then across a new Bay 
bridge or tunnel past SFO Airport and on to SF. 

Meanwhile, while San Jose has a large population, unfortunately the residents and 
employers are not concentrated where they are easily served by train.  Construction 
along the Peninsula would be extremely expensive, and would encounter strong local 
opposition.  And ironically, the biggest commute pattern into Silicon Valley is from 
the Tri-Valley (Pleasanton/San Ramon) and Joaquin County. 

I would like to weigh in, in strong favor of an Altamont Pass route because of the 
much greater ridership potential, plus the avoidance of sensitive environment of 
Pacheco Pass, and the avoidance of political opposition of Peninsular residents.  If we 
could have a short direct route past OAK and SFO airports on the way to the 
Transbay Terminal, that would be ideal. 

Thank you again for all your worthwhile efforts. 

Regards, 

Neil Shea, Newark, CA   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 regarding the identification of 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.   

W045-1 Celeste Garamendi / TRAQC / 
Health Care Management 
Consultant / Tracy, CA 

Dear Members of the CHSRA and Staff: 

I live in Tracy, California and work with local citizens, including through TRAQC - a 
local alliance of concerned citizens - to promote SMART growth policies in the City of 
Tracy, San Joaquin County and the region.   

Comment acknowledged. 
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W045-2 Celeste Garamendi / TRAQC / 
Health Care Management 
Consultant / Tracy, CA 

We are pleased that the California High Speed Rail Authority held an additional 
hearing in the northern San Joaquin Valley regarding the route of the high speed rail 
line.    

Comment acknowledged. 

W045-3 Celeste Garamendi / TRAQC / 
Health Care Management 
Consultant / Tracy, CA 

We have followed the development of the California High Speed Rail system and are 
familiar with the route options being considered. While we are not addressing the 
specific track placement at this time within each city, we do want to address the 
general route being considered.  

We strongly support the high speed rail system and placement of the high speed rail 
system along the existing urban growth corridor along HWY 99, across HWY 120 and 
I-205 and over the Altamont Pass into the center of the Bay Area.  There are several 
reasons why the 99-120-205-Altamont route is the best alternative for the State of 
California and the region. The 99-120-205-Altamont Pass route: 

Places the rail line closest to existing urban populations along HWY 99, HWY 120 and 
I-205, maximizing potential ridership 

Facilitates maximum use of existing rail right of ways to support development 

Provides the best route to serve the majority of the State with closer service to 
Sacramento and less cost to complete  the rail line to Sacramento 

Drops the high speed rail line into the center of the Bay Area which better serves the 
entire Bay Area region and those traveling to the Bay Area and provides more 
efficient linkages to regional transportation systems 

Maximizes the economic development potential by serving a larger population more 
efficiently 

Minimizes the environmental impacts (loss if ag land, open space, critical habitat; 
helps address mobile air quality in San Joaquin Valley which is second worse in 
country, reduces growth inducing impacts of project) of the rail system by using 
existing developed and populated areas along the existing highly urbanized corridors 

Promotes needed more concentrated infill or core contiguous development along 
existing urban corridors which also minimizes environmental impacts and promotes 
more efficient resource use and future development  

Prevents sprawling residential development across and along the I-5 west side of the 
Central Valley that will generate new environmental impacts and exacerbate existing 
problems associated with such sprawl development   

The benefits of the 99-120-205-Altamont Pass route are clearly superior to the 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-24 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

Pacheco Pass alternative being considered.  We best serve the State, the entire Bay 
Area, and the Central Valley by placing the route along the existing most densely 
populated corridors.  In the long term this alternative saves money and significantly 
reduces costly growth inducing impacts associated with other routes that cross over 
to the I-5 west side of the valley. With the 99-120-205-Altamont route we save 
taxpayer money, promote SMART growth, limit environmental impacts, and maximize 
the economic development potential of the system. 

Sincerely,  Celeste M. Garamendi   

W046-1 Mr. Bruce Carter / Civil 
Engineer / Tracy, CA 

The noise and vibration impacts from any of the Tracy Downtown station routes will 
significantly affect the quality of life and economic value of existing homes and 
commercial development in the vicinity of these routes. Home values will plummet 
creating areas of urban blight. The current ACE train alignment, while offering a 
similar plight, is already an established, active rail corridor which is addressed by 
local land use planning. 

The Pacheco alternatives provide a true HST alternative. The alignments proposed 
through Tracy would only supplement an existing heavy rail (ACE) operation and 
would provide no additional benefits over ACE, while greatly increasing the operating 
cost of the system.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

W047-1 Mr. Alexander Lew / Urban 
School of San Francisco / 
student / San Francisco, CA 

California is in need of a high speed rail system. As the state's population continues 
to grow, more and more cars are being added to already congested highways, 
resulting in more exhaust, pollution, gridlock, longer commutes, and stress. High 
speed rail, although expensive, is an effective way to solve traffic problems. Trains 
do not have to fight bad images, as do buses. High speed rail can open up various 
economical benefits as commuting between north and south will become easier. 
Taiwan's high speed rail, or the gao tie, has already opened up several economical 
opportunities for smaller towns in the south. France's TGV makes traveling much 
easier and efficient. Eurostar just opened up a new rail alignment from the Channel 
Tunnel to the London, cutting down an extra 20 minutes off the current 2 hour and 
30 minute train ride between London and Paris. So many countries are investing in 
bullet train travel yet the United States remains still in the highways and roads era.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W047-2 Mr. Alexander Lew / Urban 
School of San Francisco / 
student / San Francisco, CA 

The Altamont alignment provides transit options for cities that are not currently 
served by Caltrain or BART. I, for that reason, support the Altamont alignment. If 
someone from Gilroy needs to get to San Francisco, Sacramento, or Los Angeles, 
Caltrain can provide the connection to San Jose, and then from there high speed 
trains do the rest of the work. Livermore is currently not served by BART, but they 
pay BART taxes. Extending high speed rail to Livermore will allow commuters from 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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that town to leave cars at home and take the train to the city. The Altamont 
alignment also will relieve congestion off BART's East Bay trunk line on the Fremont 
and Dublin lines. Fremont bound passengers will be able to take high speed rail into 
San Francisco via another route. The same line will be able to link up Sacramento 
with San Francisco without having to go in an excessively round-about way.  

High speed rail is a way of combating global warming, and I look forward to a day 
when people can board a train at Transbay and arrive at Union Station in Los 
Angeles two hours later.   

W048-1 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

The Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) and the 
alameda County Public Works Agency (Agency) have reviewed your draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR/EIS) for the subject project.  The District and 
Agency have the following comments.  

GENERAL COMMENTS:   

Comment acknowledged. 

W048-2 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

The project as proposed will encroach on creeks, flood plains and channels at various 
locations throughout Alameda County. The District and Agency would request a 
detailed project level discussion on these encroachment locations under subsequent 
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 2116) and CEQA guidelines Section 15162 and 
15163 project level analysis prior to issuing encroachment permit for the project.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative does not go through Alameda 
County. 

W048-3 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

Segments of the proposed alignment of the High Speed rail tracks potentially will be 
located in areas that may be subject to the effects of climate change (global 
warming) resulting in rise in sea levels that could affect many areas along the bay 
shore.  This should be thoroughly discussed   

Please see Section 3.3 of this Final Program 
EIR/EIS document.  The HST project will have 
a net benefit in terms of air quality impacts 
(reduces CO2 and other greenhouse gases 
emissions).  

W048-4 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS  

The EIR/EIR identified potential impacts from the project implementation.  However, 
the EIR/EIR deferred in-depth discussion to a later time when detailed project level 
subsequent EIR/EIS would be prepared identifying impacts and mitigation.   The 
general impact areas within Alameda County that would have to be responded to 
include:   

Comment acknowledged. 

W048-5 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 

Potential effects on biological resources at various locations i.e.; red legged frog; San 
Joaquin Kit fox; California Tiger salamander; Steelhead; Alameda Whipsnakes; and 
several species of plants; wetlands etc.   

Comment acknowledged. 
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Engineer / Hayward, CA 

W048-6 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

Potential impacts on Flood Control Channel/Creek and road Crossings   Comment acknowledged. 

W048-7 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

Potential noise and vibration impacts in urban centers  Comment acknowledged. 

W048-8 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

Potential impacts on Cultural Resources   Comment acknowledged. 

W048-9 Mr. Arthur Valderrama / 
Alameda County Public Works 
Agency / Supervising Civil 
Engineer / Hayward, CA 

Potential impacts to the quarry pits in Pleasanton and eventually to the Zone 7 
aquifer recharge program in the event material removed from tunnel construction 
through the ridges between Pleasanton and Fremont/Union City will be dumped 
locally in the area.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W049-1 Mr. Michael Katz / Berkeley, 
CA 

(1) I believe the EIR is incomplete in not evaluating an alternative between the No 
Project and HST alternatives. This intermediate alternative would involve incremental 
improvements in existing Amtrak facilities and service within California, to gradually 
increase travel speed and connectivity.   

Rationale: It seems likely that, in practice, the HST alternatives will never reach their 
promised speeds. Trains will be slowed by a profusion of intermediate stations, and 
by the need to reduce speeds within urban areas. 

Meanwhile, Amtrak service is limping along with little new capital investment, and a 
bus bridge between San Luis Obispo and Bakersfield. The diversion of funds to a 
new, separate rail network might actually harm rail alternatives in the short run, and 
postpone the arrival of faster, workable service between major Northern and 
Southern California cities. 

The difference between effective HST speeds, and an upgraded Amtrak network, 
might turn out not to be that great. The latter could be achieved sooner, at lower 
cost. Does the HSR authority not need to evaluate this option and these 
presumptions?   

This comment is beyond the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  This alternative was 
considered and rejected as part of the 
Authority’s and FRA’s certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS (November 2005).  Please 
refer to that document. 
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W049-2 Mr. Michael Katz / Berkeley, 
CA 

(2) By most environmental, operational, and economic criteria, the clearly preferable 
alternative among those studied appears to be an Altamont Pass alignment with 
termini in San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland. Additionally, the preferable 
subalternatives would be those with stations located in each city's central downtown, 
and with direct, high-speed connections among those stations.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W049-3 Mr. Michael Katz / Berkeley, 
CA 

(3) I urge HSR sponsors to consider how little net benefit this project appears to 
offer Bay Area stakeholders, and to therefore select project alternatives that would 
provide the highest, most visible benefits in terms of connectivity, accessibility, and 
convenience. 

Reasons why HSR offers limited net benefit to the Bay Area: 

* Perception that this HSR network would primarily connect Los Angeles to Central 
Valley cities, with the Bay Area a second-class "spur." 

* Perception that HSR would promote job creation in Central Valley cities, at the 
expense of built-up coastal cities with persistent unemployment problems. 

* Perception that a subsidized HSR system would benefit a somewhat elite ridership 
of business travelers. 

* Perception that funding an HSR network would inevitably require increases in the 
state's regressive, already-high sales tax. 

* Overall nightmare scenario: Middle- and low-income coastal residents would end 
up paying higher taxes to subsidize the export of their jobs to lower-cost cities in the 
Central Valley.   

To mitigate this perception, I believe HSR sponsors need to offer Bay Area cities 
tangible, transparent benefits: 

* Altamont Pass service directly to all three major Bay Area cities -- San Jose, San 
Francisco, and Oakland. 

* San Francisco station centrally located at the Transbay Terminal. 

* Oakland station centrally located at Oakland City Center/12th Street. 

* Provide a direct, high-speed connection between San Francisco and Oakland 
downtowns, via bridge or tube. 

* Provide direct service to both San Francisco and Oakland international airports (see 
below).   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative includes HST stations at the 
Transbay Transit Center in downtown San 
Francisco and Diridon Station in downtown 
San Jose.  The Authority and FRA believe that 
the proposed HST system offers great benefits 
to California and the Bay Area.  The HST 
connection to the Bay Area is not a spur line.  
The link between the Bay Area and southern 
California has the greatest frequency of HST 
service and the highest ridership.  The 
Authority has identified this segment as the 
first phase in its phasing plan.  The link to the 
Bay Area would not be a “second-class spur,” 
and there would be no proposed statewide 
HST system without this link. 
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W049-4 Mr. Michael Katz / Berkeley, 
CA 

(4) Any airport connection should be USABLE: a station located directly within the 
airport, and at most one "hop" from the departure level (either a change of level or a 
short shuttle ride, but not both). Positive models: Train stations at Copenhagen's 
Kastrup airport or Amsterdam's Schipol airport. In each case, you bring your luggage 
cart up a single slanted ramp, and you're in the terminal. Negative example: the 
BART SFO station. For domestic flights, this station requires five changes of level (a 
huge deterrent for passengers with heavy luggage), plus a slow, time-consuming ride 
on a shuttle train.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W049-5 Mr. Michael Katz / Berkeley, 
CA 

(5) Consider no route with any measurable impacts on the Grassland Ecological Area 
(GEA).   

Respectfully yours, 

Michael Katz 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011 in regards to the Grasslands Ecological 
Area. 

W050-1 Mr. George Heath / San Jose, 
CA 

Howdy! 

My brother and I would love to see high speed rail in California. 

Besides the fact that we are long overdue for such a service, it would be one step 
closer to real transportation alternatives for the 21st century, a place where we as a 
state and as a country lag behind the rest of the modern world. 

We are classic car enthusiasts, and many times there are shows taking place in the 
southern part of the state that we would like to go to, but the cost of doing so in 
terms of fuel, tires, maintenance, etc. make it impractical. 

Thank you, 

George Heath  & Jason Heath 

Comment acknowledged. 

W051-1 Ms. Kate Godfrey / Palo Alto, 
CA 

I urge the CHRSA to choose the Altamont Pass over the Pacheco alternative as the 
preferred route into the Bay Area, for four compelling reasons. 

(1) Farmland: The Altamont Pass route would have considerably less negative impact 
on farmland. 

(2) Species: The Altamont Pass route would have considerably less negative impact 
on species.  

(3) Wetlands: The Altamont Pass route would not reduce wetlands as much as the 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Pacheco route.  

(4) Ridership: To make a dent in the global emissions problem, it is important not to 
create disincentives to using the San Francisco-Sacramento and Oakland-Sacramento 
routes. There would be a substantially more robust ridership on these trips if they 
follow the significantly faster Altamont route.  

Thank you. 

W052-1 Mr. Dave Snyder / SPUR, SF 
Chamber of Commerce / San 
Francisco, CA 

Dear Authority Members: 

I am writing on behalf of San Francisco Planning + Urban Research and the San 
Francisco Chamber of Commerce. We have reviewed the Draft Bay Area to Central 
Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program EIR/EIS and have the following comments. 

We would like to commend the analysis for its thorough review of the environmental 
impacts of California high speed rail. The document makes it clear that the benefits 
of high speed rail far outstrip the impacts if the system serves the major urban 
centers, especially San Francisco's proposed Transbay Transit Center.   

Comment acknowledged.  The Preferred 
Alternative includes the Transbay Transit 
Center. 

W052-2 Mr. Dave Snyder / SPUR, SF 
Chamber of Commerce / San 
Francisco, CA 

We do note one critical deficiency, which we understand is a result of the timeline of 
this analysis. The EIR/EIS did not analyze the financial and operating implications of 
high speed rail in conjunction with the financial and operating implications of the 
regional rail system. The final EIR/EIS should address this deficiency by indicating 
the potential for cost savings and operational changes in the regional rail system that 
would result from different alternatives of high speed rail, as well as different 
construction phasing schedules. 

Those implications are huge. As the document notes, a certain degree of local and 
regional service can be provided on the same tracks that carry high speed rail 
express trains. Investments in high speed rail should take into account the collateral 
benefits to local and regional service, and the final EIR/EIS should analyze these 
benefits.   

The identification of the Preferred Alternative 
did take into consideration the Bay Area 
Regional Rail Plan and the findings of this 
study.  The Authority and FRA believe that the 
Preferred Alternative is consistent with the 
findings of the Bay Area Regional Rail Study.  
A detailed analysis of the financial and 
operating implications of the HST system in 
conjunction with the financial and operational 
implications of the regional rail system is 
beyond the level of detail provided in the Bay 
Area Regional Rail Plan and the scope of this 
Program EIR/EIS.  

W052-3 Mr. Dave Snyder / SPUR, SF 
Chamber of Commerce / San 
Francisco, CA 

We look forward to further analysis and to the expedited construction of high speed 
rail for California. Please feel free to call SPUR's Transportation Policy Director Dave 
Snyder at (415) 781-8726, ext. 135 if you have any questions about these 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus  

Comment acknowledged. 
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San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

Dave Snyder 

San Francisco Planning + Urban Research   

W053-1 Mr. Nicholas Farmer / Albany, 
CA 

If done properly, this rail service could provide enormous benefits for the state of 
California, economically, environmentally, and culturally. I wholeheartedly support 
this plan!   

Comment acknowledged. 

W054-1 Mr. Erik Alm / Fremont, CA California's rail heritage should not be displaced by this latest generation of rail; do 
not route High Speed Rail through Niles Canyon in a way that would disrupt the 
existing historic Niles Canyon Railway service.  The Niles Canyon Railway (NCRY) 
utilizes a historic rail corridor through Niles Canyon between unincorporated Sunol 
and the Niles District of Fremont.  NCRY is a critical element of economic and 
community redevelopment in these historic rail communities that have struggled 
economically in recent decades.  Eliminating NCRY would be a death blow to decades 
of economic and community redevelopment activities that have centered on the 
NCRY and other historic rail elements as an anchor.  Please redirect the HSR 
alignment to the Pacheco Pass for these reasons, as well as the more direct routing 
through San Jose that the Pacheco Pass alignment provides.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W055-1 Mr. Kenneth Mayes / 
Concerned Citizen / Engineer / 
Sacramento, CA 

In all of my days of evaluating capital projects, I have never seen a document as 
shallow as the one presented with this proposal.  The energy use analysis is grounds 
to have the project start from zero and produce something that is feasible. 

The projected increase of 23MM BBLs of oil use by this project is in direct opposition 
to AB32 that requires a net decrease by 2020.  The ARB is charged with reducing 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and 80% of 1990 levels by 2050.  It doesn't take a 
mental giant to see that all of the energy requirements for this  project must be self 
generated from renewable resources and offsets must be purchased for materials 
and construction which will increase the Capital requirement by orders of magnitude.  
In any case, the unit increases for VMT must be recalculated based on current plans 
to increase State CAFE standards by 2020.  This removes most of the projected 
energy savings for this project and it losses the rest of when you assume that BART 
loses its customers to the HST.   

Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2.  
Please refer to Sections 3.3 and 3.5; the 
proposed HST system is expected to result in a 
net reduction in energy use, with resulting 
benefit for air quality.  Potential short-term 
construction impacts for energy and air quality 
are also presented in Sections 3.3 and 3.5.  
The unit increases for vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) take into account future increases in 
CAFE standards. 

W055-2 Mr. Kenneth Mayes / 
Concerned Citizen / Engineer / 
Sacramento, CA 

I find it difficult to understand how the HST will prevent any increase in airplane VMT 
over the plan 20 year period...I assume that HST will carry all of the new intrastate 
air traffic. This is bad news for the billions of dollars that are being spent to increase 
capacity in the States airports.  Decreasing airline miles does improve customer 

The HST system would divert a considerable 
amount of intrastate air traffic.  Nevertheless, 
most of the air traffic at our major commercial 
airports is to other markets.  Most of 
California’s major airports are approaching 
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savings for fixed investments...it just robs one tax entity and gives to another.   capacity and diverting intrastate air traffic is 
viewed by the Authority and FRA as a major 
benefit.   

W055-3 Mr. Kenneth Mayes / 
Concerned Citizen / Engineer / 
Sacramento, CA 

A quick analysis shows a ticket cost of about $35 per ride to pay for the op and 
capital costs before capitalizing required energy production.  I am sure that the BAY 
AREA will be happy to pay 7 times the going rate to get to stations at the same 
speed as they have now.  Surely you don't think that these trains are going for zero 
to 200 mph to zero in less than 7 minutes.   

The Authority and FRA do not agree with this 
“quick analysis.”  The ridership and revenue 
forecasts and operational analysis conclude 
that revenue from passengers will substantially 
exceed operational and maintenance costs.  
Please refer to the Authority’s June 2000 
Business Plan and recent financial planning 
work available on the Authority’s website 
(www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov).  No, the HST 
trains are not assumed to go from “zero to 
200 mph to zero in less than 7 minutes.” 

W055-4 Mr. Kenneth Mayes / 
Concerned Citizen / Engineer / 
Sacramento, CA 

In summary, there is not a rational number in the entire presentation and you can 
expect a few hundred law suits (including the AG) if you continue on this basis.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W056-1 Ms. Kim Forrest / Los Banos, 
CA 

I am writing to urge the HSRA to abandon all proposals for a Pacheco Pass 
alignment. 

A Pacheco Pass alignment would bisect the priceless California landscapes of the 
Pacheco Pass area of the Diablo Range and the Grasslands located between Los 
Banos and Merced.  The Grasslands provides critical wintering habitat for migratory 
birds, including 20% of the Pacific Flyway waterfowl population.  Waterfowl 
populations average a half-million, with peak numbers up to one million.  Hundreds 
of thousands of shorebirds migrate through the area.  The Grasslands provides 
habitat for more than 550 species of plants and animals, including 47 species that 
are endangered, threatened, or candidate species under state or federal law. 

In recognition of the rich and critically important natural resources of the Grasslands, 
conservation agencies and groups have focused more attention and funding on this 
area than most areas of the State.  There are two U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
national wildlife refuges and a conservation easement program that encompasses 
75,000 acres on 180 separate private properties, six California Department of Fish 
and Game wildlife areas, a California Department of Parks and Recreation state park, 
and an extremely active Natural Resources Conservation Service program.  This area 
has garnered numerous habitat restoration and enhancement grants totaling millions 
of dollars, and is one of the most active areas for conservation group involvement. 

Acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 
3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please also see Responses to Comment Letters 
L029 and O011.  There will be no Los Banos 
station as part of the HST system.  Please also 
see Chapter 8 and the Summary. 
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This area is a small remnant of the once vast historic Central Valley wetlands.  Yet, 
the HSRA proposes to further degrade this priceless piece of the California landscape.  
The EIR/S continues to propose a Pacheco Pass alignment that bisects this jewel of 
the Diablo Range and bisects the Grasslands through its middle or runs immediately 
adjacent to it along its northern boundary and fragments a portion of it.  Both of 
these alignments would cause unrecognized damage. 

The physical description of a typical track layout - with a 50- to 100-foot right-of-way 
("comparable to a six-land highway"), 8-foot chain-link fencing on both sides of the 
tracks, 26-foot tall catenary supports every 30 feet, and 12-foot to 16-foot sound 
walls where proposed - would create a profound barrier and massive disturbance.  

The Pacheco Pass alignment would result in an estimated 10 minute reduction in 
travel time between Los Angeles and San Jose or San Francisco over the Altamont 
Pass alignment.  This surely cannot be valid justification for the great environmental 
damage done to this area of the Diablo Range and the Grasslands and its environs.  
And, the Altamont Pass alignment would better serve and provide more options for 
intra-Bay Area transportation needs (an area well-known for its traffic jams), not to 
mention the obvious benefits to the Sacramento/Stockton/Tracey communities.   

When one looks at the travel needs and deficits of the State in a logical and 
economical manner, it appears that a blend of options would work best.  According 
to the latest data, San Francisco Bay Area commuters are second only to Los Angeles 
commuters in time spent stuck in traffic.  The HSRA needs to consider such options 
as improved air travel for the long distances between major metropolitan areas and 
high-speed rail within the metropolitan areas (San Francisco/San Jose/East Bay, Los 
Angeles/San Diego, and Sacramento/East Bay).  Consolidation of transportation 
infrastructure that contains sprawl rather than inducing it has the potential to 
substantially benefit wildlife.  Not only would this better focus transportation efforts 
where they are clearly needed the most, in addition it would eliminate costly and 
unnecessary expenses, move people off of the highway system, decrease wear and 
tear on the highway -- and thus operations and maintenance expenses, improve 
safety, an  d vastly reduce negative environmental and social impacts across the 
entire landscape of California. 

There is wide agreement among agencies, environmental groups, and train-rider 
associations that an Altamont Pass alignment would best minimize environmental 
impacts and maximize ridership potential.  The Altamont Pass alignment would add 
additional transportation options along an existing disrupted and congested corridor 
and encourage population growth in already established areas.  This is an area of 
rapid growth; the HSRA should focus their efforts on "densification" of existing cities, 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-33 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

rather than encouraging urban sprawl and damaging the character of small rural 
communities. 

Any Pacheco Pass alignment leaves open the possibility that a Los 
Banos/Gustine/Santa Nella area station may be added in the future - particularly with 
added political pressure.  Much land in the Santa Nella, Los Banos, and the Highway 
140 area is already being speculatively purchased and/or planned for development 
by developers.  Obviously, the entire high-speed train process has been taken over 
by development interests.  The original plan -- and obvious choice to best serve the 
residents of California -- was for an Altamont Pass alignment.  This alignment was 
abandoned when the governing board was taken over by San Jose development 
interests.  The thought of $40 BILLION of public monies being directed by developers 
is ludicrous. 

Due to the importance of the resources of the Grasslands and the Pacheco Pass area 
of the Diablo Range, I strongly urge the HSRA to eliminate any Pacheco Pass 
alignments.   

Thank you for considering these comments.   

W057-1 Brandon Farley / 
Transportation Planner / San 
Diego, CA 

I support California High Speed Rail for the state a means to provide necessary and 
critical transportation infrastructure to meet future needs.  To that end, I believe an 
efficient system should be developed, one that meets the needs of both Northern 
and Southern California.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W057-2 Brandon Farley / 
Transportation Planner / San 
Diego, CA 

Item #1 

Those in Southern California have not been provided equal opportunity to provide 
public comment in an open forum concerning a decision by the Authority to choose 
an alignment option and point of entry from the Central Valley into the Bay Area.  
Yet Southern Californians have as much to gain or lose by the choice that will be 
made by the Authority.  Additional hearings should be conducted in Southern 
California.   

Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and 
FRA disagree with this assessment.  It was not 
necessary, desirable, or practicable to hold 
public hearings in southern California for this 
Program EIR/EIS process. 

W057-3 Brandon Farley / 
Transportation Planner / San 
Diego, CA 

Item #2 

At stake for Southern Californians is level of direct service to the various legs that is 
contained in each option.  The present adopted preferred alignment identifies two 
(2) terminals in Northern California; Sacramento and San Francisco.  This means that 
every other train leaving Southern California for Northern California will be destined 
to either San Francisco or Sacramento, on average. 

Assuming the high speed rail system will have capacity limitations on the in the 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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system, such as the ability to process trains between Northern and Southern 
California, additional alignment legs or terminal locations means a further splitting of 
available capacity to where service must be sent.   

The Altamont alignment enters the Bay Area via a centrally located alignment, 
prompting several additional options as to where service must be sent once rails 
reach the San Francisco Bay basin.   Should rails and service be sent south to San 
Jose, north to Oakland, or west and north to San Francisco?  How about all three?  
These additional options, if they move forward, will mean that Southern Californians 
will have fewer train choices, fewer available daily trip departure times for direct - no 
transfer - trips to destinations along the different legs of the system.  If the Altamont 
alignment is selected with San Jose and San Francisco being on separate legs and 
having terminals, and assuming a leg will be constructed to Sacramento, service 
from Southern California will be split among three (3) separate legs.  Not two (2).   
And assuming a limitation on the ability to process trai-1ns, fewer trip departure 
times w-2ould be available for direct trips. 

-3The Pacheco alignment offers the best choice when considering direct service from 
Southern California to the Bay Area.  The Pacheco alignment serves both San Jose 
and San Francisco on one leg.   

W057-4 Brandon Farley / 
Transportation Planner / San 
Diego, CA 

Item #3 

The range of options examined each includes an examination of alignment and 
service between Merced and Tracy/Stockton.  However, the Pacheco Alignment cuts 
west at Merced and does not travel to Tracy/Stockton.  As identified in Table S-5.1, 
all Pacheco alignments listed are incorrectly weighed or evaluated when including 
this segment.  Capital costs, operating cost, and environmental impacts are each 
unnecessarily higher and incorrectly magnified when consider the Pacheco alignment 
in an apples to apples comparison with the Altamont alignment.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and FRA 
disagree with this assessment. The costs and 
impacts were appropriately weighed.  The link 
between the Bay Area and Central Valley is 
part of the Authority’s adopted statewide HST 
system.  Each network alternative was 
evaluated on an “apples to apples” basis as a 
part of the Authority’s adopted statewide HST 
system. 

W058-1 Mr. Donald Rothblatt / San 
Jose State University / 
Professor of Urban Planning / 
San Jose, CA 

Because it would link the proposed High-Speed Train directly to the two most 
populous and economically important cities in the Bay Area (San Jose and San 
Francisco), I strongly recommend that one of the Pacheco Pass Alignment 
Alternatives be selected as the best option for this project. No new Bay crossing 
would be needed, since Oakland and the East Bay communities would be connected 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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to the High-Speed Train with the existing AMTRACK service to San Jose.   

W059-1 Mr. Daniele Petrone / Cornell 
University / Transportation 
Planner / San Francisco, CA 

I support the Altamont alignment, which will serve a much larger number of riders 
including commuters traveling from Tracy, Stockton, and Livermore into the Bay 
Area. The Pacheco alignment prevents any city in the Central Valley north of Merced 
from getting a station, and makes future extensions to Stockton and Sacramento 
much more difficult. Please, ignore petty claims from San Jose politicians and 
business leaders, and make the decision that is best for the state, environment and 
rail system as a whole. Thank you very much for your time.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W060-1  John Anderson / Burlingame, 
CA 

A project this important, with so much promise, deserves a lot more publicity than 
it's getting in the general press.  I only found out about the route proposals a few 
days ago.  When I saw the map with the two proposed routes to the Bay Area, I 
thought reaching the Bay Area via Altamont made more sense than Pacheco Pass. 
Since travel between NCal and SCal is the objective, I saw that both San Francisco 
and East Bay riders will get to SCal quicker via Pacheco Pass.  The only downside to 
that is, to a small degree, travel from the Bay Area to Stockton or Sacramento.  
However, the distance is not that great, so a fast train versus the service we have 
now won't really make much difference.  Therefore, I conclude that Pacheco Pass will 
serve the public better, which will translate into greater ridership.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W061-1 Daniel Jacobson / Richmond, 
CA 

HSR MUST CHOOSE THE ALTAMONT ALLIGNMENT! It will open HSR to a whole new 
demographic of riders: commuters from Modesto, Tracy, Livermore, etc. going to 
San Jose and San Francisco.  How can HSR truly serve California if a few vocal South 
Bay advocates ensure that the Pacheco alignment is chosen, thereby eliminating HSR 
access for any city in the Central Valley north of Merced (coincidentally, the cities 
with the highest growth rates in Northern California and also those in the greatest 
need of smart growth and TOD).  Altamont is without a doubt the best alignment for 
California.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W062-1 Mr. Steve Eittreim / geologist, 
retired / Palo Alto, CA 

I am happy that the planning process is continuing for CA HST.  My only concern is 
that the process is glacially slow in contrast to the high-speed growth of population 
and need for such a system. The revenue should be found for paying for this using 
higher taxes on cars.  Higher gas taxes is the obvious source of funds and is the 
fairest as the need is created by the clogging of our already-overbuilt freeways by 
cars.   

Comment acknowledged. 

I am impressed by the thoroughness of impact studies and would favor the Pacheco 
Pass route into the Central Valley.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
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Preferred Alternative. 

W063-1 Mr. Scott Seekatz / 
Sacramento, CA 

I want to first say that I support this HST project 100%. I have lived in various areas 
around this state from the Bay Area to LA/OC counties to now living in Sacramento. 
We live in a large state and it can take a lot of time and energy (gas) to get from 
one part of the state to the next. In order to relieve congestion and to lower the 
amount of CO2 released from cars traveling up and down the I-5 corridor we need to 
go ahead with this project and make it easier for Californians to do business, travel, 
and save the environment.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W063-2 Mr. Scott Seekatz / 
Sacramento, CA 

I would also like to say that I also support bringing the HST over the Pacheco Pass 
from the central valley. The land in this area is already in holding for the government 
and will not require purchasing or setting aside land because it is already in 
partnership with the state. It will also be easier to create lanes for track going up 
101 from Gilroy to hook up in San Jose because there is more available land then in 
the Livermore, Dublin area. 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 f and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of or the rationale for identifying 
the Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose 
via the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W063-3 Mr. Scott Seekatz / 
Sacramento, CA 

Overall this is a great project which will help our state to thrive, provide more jobs, 
and cut down on congestion and pollution while allowing our citizens to sit back and 
enjoy the ride flying down the golden state in the HST.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W064-1 Stephanie / Harvard School of 
Public Health / Graduate 
Student, / San Leandro, CA 

I totally agree that the transit needs for the bay area cannot be readily met without 
great adverse impact to our environment on road alone.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W064-2 Stephanie / Harvard School of 
Public Health / Graduate 
Student, / San Leandro, CA 

as a state, I have long standing concerns about run off when the traffic is so heavy 
in I-5, which runs so precariously close to our the aqueduct system.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W064-3 Stephanie / Harvard School of 
Public Health / Graduate 
Student, / San Leandro, CA 

I am in favor of implementing a high speed rail system not only for environmental 
reasons, but also for safety reasons. As a former university student in southern 
California with family in northern California, I made the trip from Oakland to LA and 
back several times a year in the past decade. I know how dangerous it can be first 
hand driving for hours on end, with lack of sleep, and without an additional 
passenger to keep company and help with driving. More cars off the roads means 
less pollution related to traffic, less noise, and less traffic related fatalities, which are 
all great advantages to high speed rail in California.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W065-1 Mr. Matt Lyon / Engineer / 
Milpitas, CA 

I continue to support the Pacheco Pass alternative as the preferred HSR route. If this 
endeavor seeks to compete with the airlines and not BART/ACE then the Pacheco 
Pass clearly makes more sense. The Altamont Pass has to many engineering and 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
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operational distractions to make it viable - IMHO.   and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W066-1 Ms. Margaret Petitjean / 
Homeowners Against Loud 
Trains / retired / Menlo Park, 
CA 

There are thousands of elderly and others who cannot or will not fly or drive who 
would welcome high speed rail to take them to visit their loved ones.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W066-2 Ms. Margaret Petitjean / 
Homeowners Against Loud 
Trains / retired / Menlo Park, 
CA 

Along the Caltrain Corridor there is a serious public health hazard from diesel 
locomotives of commuter and freight service which is ever=increasing with serious 
air and noise pollution and congestion at the numerous rail crossings without grade 
separations.  This rules out transit oriented housing.   

Comment acknowledged.  The HST system 
would be completely grade-separated.  The 
Caltrain Corridor was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Grade-separations on the Caltrain 
Corridor would improve air and noise pollution 
by eliminating the numerous rail crossings. 

W066-3 Ms. Margaret Petitjean / 
Homeowners Against Loud 
Trains / retired / Menlo Park, 
CA 

The Pacheco Pass route would: 1.Include Silicon Valley, 2. Ensure grade separation 
for emergency and other traffic 3. Lessen loss from earthquakes greater on Hayward 
and other faults. 4. Eliminate lethal blasting horns over a thousand times a day 
threatening life, property and the pursuit of happiness and freezing residents on and 
off the tracks as "deer in headlights".   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W067-1 Sam Killou / Tax Payer / 
Firefighter / Auberry, CA 

The time is now!  High speed rail is our future, for the economy and more important, 
the environment.  I applaud all those who are working to make this happen.  And for 
those who stand in the way....Why?  This project should already be under 
construction, cut the red tape and let's move California ahead!   

Comment acknowledged. 

W068-1 Raymond Ahearn / National 
Assoc. of Railroad Passengers 
/ Retired / Oakland, CA 

I have read the DEIR Summary and some of the detailed material comparing the 
environmental impacts of the 'Pacheco' and 'Altamont' alternative routings from the 
San Francisco Bay Area to the Central Valley and I have followed the public 
discussion of the negative and positive environmental impacts of these routings. 

While there are negative environmental impacts in both alternatives, I believe that 
those associated with the 'Pacheco' alternative are vastly more significant.  The 
major potential for environmental damage of this routing is found in the very high 
potential for sprawl development pressures both in southern Santa Clara Valley and 
even more so on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley where the route emerges 
from the Coast Range.   In addition, this routing forgoes the opportunity to serve the 
existing huge populations to be found along the Altamont routing in the Tri Valley 
area of Contra Costa County and in northern San Joaquin County. 

While there are negative impacts to routing through the heavily built-up areas such 
as Pleasanton, mitigations have been proposed (including some undergrounding ) to 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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greatly reduce these.  I therefore advocate adopting the Altamont routing, but 
including a side main line from Fremont area to San Jose.   

W069-1 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Dear Messrs. Morshed and Boardman: 

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks) has 
evaluated the above-referenced Draft Program EIR/EIS.  We appreciate the 
additional review time provided; however, due to the length of the document, the 
complexity of the issues, and the scope of California State Parks' concerns, more 
review time would have been appreciated.   

This comment letter was also received in hard 
copy.  Please refer to Responses to Comment 
Letter S009. 

W069-2 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

California State Parks is a State Agency as defined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) PRC § 21082.1, a Responsible Agency (PRC § 21069) and a 
Trustee Agency as used by CEQA, its guidelines, and as defined by CCR § 15386 for 
the resources affected by this project within units of the State Park System.  Our 
mission is to provide for the health, inspiration, and education of the people of 
California by helping preserve the state's extraordinary biodiversity, protecting its 
most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high 
quality outdoor recreation.  The 1.4 million-acre California State Park System, for 
which we are responsible, is currently made up of 278 classified units and several 
major unclassified properties.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W069-3 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Notice of Preparation comments submitted by California State Parks in December 
2005 expressed concern that the mountain crossing between the Bay Area and 
Central Valley will result in irreversible damage to natural, cultural and scenic 
resources of the State park System.  Although the alternative route through Henry 
W. Coe State Park has now been dropped from consideration, the Pacheco Pass 
option still poses potential significant environmental consequences to Pacheco State 
Park, San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area, George J. Hatfield State Recreation 
Area, Great Valley Grasslands SP and the Martial Cottle property.  In addition, it is 
unclear whether the proposed Pacheco Pass alignment would affect the current Bell 
Station entrance to Henry W. Coe State Park.  The Bell Station entrance to the new 
Dowdy Ranch park facilities was opened to the public in the spring of 2007.  
California State Parks wants to ensure that access from State Highway 152 remains 
available.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-4 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 

Although the Bay Area-Central Valley connection is no longer proposed to cut 
through Henry W. Coe SP, the Pacheco Pass route still has the potential for 
significant impacts to parks and the character and landscape of the southern Diablo 
Range.    

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

W069-5 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Issues raised by California State Parks at the Notice of Preparation stage in 2005 
have not been satisfactorily addressed in this new draft document.  The document 
fails to address impacts to landscape-level features, as well as to specific sensitive 
and special-status resources.  Lack of this type of broad analysis hampers evaluation 
of the potential impacts and comparison of impacts associated with the proposed 
alignment options.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-6 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Since the circulation of the NOP for the project, climate change has risen as an issue 
of extreme importance and priority for this administration, and for California State 
Parks as well.  The Authority should include a serious discussion not only of how 
climate change considerations play in to the proposed project; but also, how climate 
change issues can add urgency to natural resource management decisions and 
strategies.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-7 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Preferred Alternative 

California State Parks strongly recommends that the Altamont Pass route be adopted 
over the Pacheco Pass route.  The Altamont route passes through an already 
developed and fragmented area.  It would provide significantly greater benefits for 
Bay Area commuters.  The Pacheco area, including a landscape reserve of statewide 
importance and state park land, is in much better condition and is seriously 
threatened by the project. 

Although the draft EIR/EIS does not put forward a preferred alternative route for the 
Bay Area-Central Valley segment of the High Speed Train, and although the analysis 
in the document is really insufficient to compare many, if not most environmental 
aspects, California State Parks clearly foresees less environmental impact to park and 
area reserve resources and less new impact to regional land use with the Altamont 
Pass crossing, which uses the Union Pacific Rail Road alignment.  This route would 
avoid all State Park System units and would make the most use of existing 
transportation rights of way and corridors, and serve far more numerous urban 
areas.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-8 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The document does not analyze in any meaningful way the impacts of the Pacheco 
Pass route on the Mt. Hamilton landscape reserve between the Morgan Hill area and 
the Central Valley.  The following comments refer to this reserve, but all statements 
equally apply to Henry W. Coe State Park.  The result of fragmentation on habitat 
communities and animal populations apply equally to Coe, the core area of the Mt. 
Hamilton reserve, as they do to the overall reserve itself.  This area is one of the 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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most significant and strategic landscape reserves preserving biological diversity in 
California.  The State (California Department of Parks and Recreation and Fish and 
Game) and The Nature Conservancy have committed vast resources in establishing 
this near-complete reserve.  It makes little sense to run new transportation 
infrastructure through this relatively pristine and protected area in light of a more 
feasible alternative, Altamont Pass route that has a major developed transportation 
corridor as well as many other intensively developed urban areas.  Figure 2.5-2 
clearly depicts most of the protected areas making up this reserve.  On the same 
figure, compare this area to the Altamont Pass open space area, which has very little 
landscape protection.  In addition this open space area of the Altamont route is cut 
by a regional freeway creating a huge barrier to wildlife movement, which, lacking 
sustainability, will result in significant species lost.   

W069-9 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Much more effort needs to go into the Pacheco Pass route in order to assess its 
impacts to habitat and wildlife in the coming years.  The rail will potentially do great 
harm to the viability and even existence of many habitat communities and animal 
populations.  It will fragment the reserve area from habitat and animal populations to 
the south. This fragmentation needs to be assessed to determine the potential 
serious threat to biological diversity to the reserve and its core areas.  Along with 
animal populations, plant communities need to be assessed since up to 50 % of plant 
recruitment can be from seed dispersed by animals.  This assessment should include 
review of species/area relationships and analysis of impact and potential future 
extinctions.  It has been shown by Wilson and MacArthur that up to 50 % of species 
can be lost when certain fragmentation occurs due to factors resulting in reducing 
area size below what is needed to assure sustainability.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-10 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The document references the Missing Links information related to statewide wildlife 
connectivity, suggesting that fragmentation may not be an issue since this 
information did not highlight connectivity needs in the Mt. Hamilton area.  This 
conclusion is false.  The reason connectivity was not identified was because no one 
from the area was in attendance at the San Diego forum.  Many other areas in the 
state were not included for this reason.  Clearly, connectivity within and adjacent to a 
reserve area of statewide significance is a very important issue that needs to be 
thoroughly analyzed.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-11 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 

The importance of the Mt. Hamilton area in relationship to the Altamont Pass area 
should be assessed in light of global warming.  It is well recognized by most land use 
managers and research biologists that most species, e.g. valley and blue oak, will re-
establish north of existing locations.  A primary objective to protect plant and animal 
species from extinction from climate change will be facilitating northerly movement.  

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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Recreation / Sacramento, CA Reserve planning is focusing seriously on north-south connectors.  The Pacheco Pass 

route could seriously harm, or eliminate, northerly movement.  Research is 
estimating by the end of the century 15-35 % of plant and animal species will be lost 
as a result of climate change.  This subject needs serious researcher and analysis 
before any alternative can be selected.   

W069-12 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The steep terrain associated with and above each tunnel should generally be 
considered as linkages from south of the Pacheco Pass route to the Mt. Hamilton 
area.  While these areas may not be fenced and developed, they represent the most 
difficult areas for wildlife passage.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-13 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Pertinent Documents 

The Pacheco SP General Plan was approved in May 2006.  It should be referenced in 
the DEIR and is available on-line at: http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22694.  The 
second Highway 152 crossing may pose conflicts with DPR's anticipated safety 
changes for the Dinosaur Point Rd.-Highway 152 intersection.   

The San Luis Reservoir SRA was approved in 1986 and is available on-line: 
http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=24363.  An amendment to the general plan is 
currently in progress.  The DEIR/EIS should reflect the existing DPR general plan and 
incorporate anticipated changes with respect to park ownership, park resources, and 
public use.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-14 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Wildlife Migratory Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation  

The Pacheco Pass alternative may potentially exacerbate habitat fragmentation 
depending upon decisions for a dedicated right of-way and provision for wildlife 
crossings.  Construction impact problems also exist. This alignment also has potential 
to adversely impact the San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area/Pacheco State Park 
complex of recreation lands to the east.  Mitigation and subsequent analysis should 
be performed for this alternative.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-15 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Mitigation proposed for impacts to all State Park System Units by these or other 
alternative route corridors, must replace the full biological productivity and 
recreational opportunity, both in kind and in area.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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W069-16 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The maps should show current migratory routes and should be reviewed by the 
USFWS and DFG.  Large under crossings and other appropriate provisions will need 
to accommodate migration of mammals.  How will the new rail bed be protected 
from burrowing by ground squirrels?  Experience has shown that new construction 
can attract ground squirrels, which in turn can attract raptors in an unnatural way, 
leading to increased mortality of predatory raptor species.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Will HST train alignment also result in additional utility easements for power poles, 
underground gas lines, fiber optic lines?  If so, power poles and overhead structures 
may act as perch sites for raptors and result in increased kill rates of raptor food 
sources.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-17 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Noise 

The document does not adequately address the effects of project-related noise from 
construction and operation on the natural environment, animal species, and 
recreationists seeking solitude and ambient quiet.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-18 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Introduction of Exotic Plant Species 

The document does not adequately address the potential role of the project as a 
conduit for invasive plant species.  With construction and operation of the facilities, 
highly invasive noxious plant species can be introduced in previously native plant 
dominated areas.  Preventing infestations of exotic plant species is key to 
maintaining high quality native vegetation communities and natural habitats.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-19 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Affected Environment 

The draft program EIR/EIS fails to adequately describe the affected environment.  
Instead, lists and tables attempt to portray the resources present, without evaluation 
and analysis.  Numbers of special status plant and animal species, acres of wetlands, 
linear feet of streams, presence/absence of marine and anadromous fish resources 
and names of active faults crossed are listed in tables, by alignment segments; 
however, these measures fail to take into account context, importance, qualitative 
values and functional relationships.   

For example, if an alignment runs along an active fault segment, it may only cross 
the fault one time, if at all, and would be assigned a lower seismic hazard rating than 
an alignment that crosses many faults.  However, the multiple fault crossings could 
produce less damage in a seismic event than the single fault crossing, when the 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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alignment actually follows the fault trace.   

W069-20 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Another example of tables of numbers and lists mis-representing the affected 
environment would be Table 3.15-1 "Biological Resources Summary Data Table for 
Alignments and Station Location Option Comparisons."  Corridors and alignment 
alternatives are reduced to numbers of special status species.  This fails to recognize 
the importance of functioning ecosystems, intact habitats, and the inter-relationships 
of habitats and vegetation communities.  Special status species such as the San 
Joaquin kit fox rely on grasslands and mixed shrub/grassland habitats throughout 
low, rolling hills and in the San Joaquin Valley, and on soils suitable for den 
construction.  These requirements are key to the species' survival and are not 
evaluated in the draft program EIR/EIS.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-21 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The document lacks a clear comparison and analysis of impacts associated with the 
alternative routes.  The multiple tables with multiple route segments and multiple 
options make actual impact comparisons impossible to complete.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-22 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The maps should show all State Park System units in the vicinity, not just Henry W. 
Coe SP.  Pacheco, Caswell Memorial and Great Valley Grasslands SPs; San Luis 
Reservoir, George J. Hatfield, Lake del Valle, and McConnell SRAs and Carnegie SVRA 
and the Martial Cottle Ranch property should also be portrayed.   

In addition, other conservation lands should be displayed throughout, such as 
regional parks, conservancy lands, and federal and state wildlife reserves.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009.  

W069-23 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

The Altamont route uses more existing transportation rights-of-way; and therefore 
has less new impact to aesthetics and land-use.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-24 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Sec. 4(f) and Sec. 6(f) Impacts 

The document states that the tunnel for the Pacheco Pass alternative would not have 
any impacts to Sec. 4(f) or 6 (f) resources (page 3.16-11 F, San Jose to Central 
Valley Corridor).  However, the appendices show multiple tunnels and at-grade 
segments.  Significant cuts and fills would alter the landscape and affect runoff 
patterns, erosion of soils, and surface habitats.  There would undoubtedly be 
construction impacts to surface water flows, groundwater, and aesthetics from 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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Highway 152 and 33, to geological resources (rock outcrops and geologic structures) 
and paleontological resources from the tunnels and rail facilities.  The document 
must acknowledge the Sec. 4(f) and Sec. 6(f) impacts and make the case  

1: There is no feasible and prudent alternative to impacting park resources, and  

2: All possible planning to minimize impact to parklands has been conducted.   

W069-25 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Pacheco State Park 

The proposed HST alignment passes near the park's boundaries near State Route 
152 and California Department of Fish and Game's Upper and the Lower Cottonwood 
Wildlife Areas and includes extensive tunneling.  The topography in the immediate 
area consists of steep hills that restrict vistas to canyons and adjacent slopes and 
ridges.  Broad vistas in the area are only available from ridge tops.  The Pacheco 
State Park General Plan speaks to the importance of the park as a remnant of the 
historic California landscape.  The HST project could intrude on the perception of old, 
rural California.  This factor should have been addressed in the Bay Area-Central 
Valley program EIR/EIS.  Major impacts will occur during construction and operation.  
Dislocations to park operations during construction should be described and if 
necessary mitigated in the subsequent detailed EIR.  At-grade segments of this 
alignment in the proposed corridor will impact wildlife corridors, wildlife habitat, 
viewshed, and increase existing noise levels.  A better alternative would be to de-
select the Pacheco Pass route altogether, thereby sparing the open space recreation 
resources in the Mt. Hamilton and Pacheco Pass environs.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-26 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area  

The HST alignment at this park would skirt the State Recreation Area's San Luis 
Creek area, cross the park's connection to the California aqueduct bikeway and an 
existing campground in proximity to the California Department of Fish and Game's 
O'Neill Forebay Wildlife Area.  It would also pass through the California Department 
of Fish and Game's Upper Cottonwood Creek Wildlife Area and bisects The Nature 
Conservancy's Romero Ranch conservation easement area.  Those agencies have 
joined their management efforts through the park's general plan process currently in 
place. 

The San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area general plan process does not address 
the HST proposal.  It is instead focused on natural values of the resource and the 
recreation activities that can be supported without harming those resources.  If the 
HST were routed along this corridor option, those resources would be threatened.  
Route construction and the eventual disturbances by passing trains would diminish 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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the core wildlife, such as the kit fox, due to habitat fragmentation and dedicated 
right-of-way closing wildlife corridors. 

Recreation values of the adjoining lands would also be diminished.  For instance, 
impacts to an area just across the bay from the current campground, where there is 
potential for additional day-use and camping, may be pre-empted by this proposal as 
eventual road service to this area may be eliminated by the HST.  Construction 
activity, noise, dust and impairment of scenic vistas would lessen the sense of 
openness that currently pervades the park.  If construction or an operating corridor 
would adversely impact visitation or campground use, in-kind mitigation and 
restoration of lost revenue should be required.   

W069-27 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

McConnell State Recreation Area 

This recreation area lies in a triangle created by three possible alignments as the HST 
route moves between the Bay Area and Fresno, Sacramento and Fresno, and 
Sacramento and the Bay Area.  Depending on alignment selection, passing trains 
could interfere with nearly 2.5 miles of the recreational boating experience 
associated with the park.  De-selection of the Diablo Range crossings and UPRR 
routes would eliminate the most troublesome alignments.  Sound walls might 
mitigate noise aspects, but there would remain potential visual impact to recreation 
use as the tracks cross the river.  Besides addressing these possible impacts and 
providing appropriate mitigation, construction and operation may cause a loss of 
public access resulting in decreased visitation and revenue.  Alternative access and 
revenue restoration are possible mitigations.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-28 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Great Valley Grasslands SP 

The park preserves one of few intact examples of native grasslands on the floor of 
the Central Valley.  The park is part of the larger Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) of 
federal, state and private lands all managed for wildlife values.  The GEA represents 
the largest remaining contiguous block of wetlands in California.  Several rare and 
endangered plant and animal species inhabit the park, including alkali sacaton, a 
native bunch grass, and the Delta button celery (Erynium racemosum) a state listed 
endangered species found in the flood plain of the San Joaquin River.  Biologists 
have also reported the California Tiger Salamander and endangered vernal pool fairy 
shrimp and tadpole shrimp.  Springtime wildflower displays, fishing and wildlife 
watching attract visitors to this undeveloped park, which also encompasses the 
former Fremont Ford State Recreation Area.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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W069-29 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Martial Cottle Property 

This is a new site for which public access will be allowed in the future.  It is a 290-
acre ranch in the midst of a built-up urban area.  In October 2003, California State 
Parks and the County of Santa Clara entered into a joint powers agreement to enable 
a donation and sale offer of land in San Jose from Walter Lester.  Under the terms of 
the agreement, Mr. Lester's family farm will be preserved as an historic agricultural 
park, providing open space, recreation and interpretation benefits for future 
generations.  The County has assumed responsibility for establishing a master plan 
to guide future development, financing, and constructing the improvements as well 
as maintenance and operations.  Facilities and activities will be designed to educate 
people about the important role of agriculture in Santa Clara County history.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-30 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Geology and Soils 

The slope stability analysis does not consider steepness, debris flow potential, 
geomorphologic mapping, drainage courses, and run-out areas.  Areas where the 
alignment crosses the Coast Ranges are especially subject to landslide hazards and 
are characterized by debris flows, debris slides, and creep, especially in the mélange 
units of the Franciscan Complex.  The best mitigation for slope stability and landslide 
issues is avoidance of the hazard.  Although avoidance is not always an option, it 
should always be the first option considered, since its effectiveness is superior to 
engineered slope treatments and foundation excavations.   

Cut and fill operations could result in fill slope and cut slope failures.  These areas 
need to be evaluated, according to their physical properties, such as dip slope, 
fractures, bedding inclination, joints, etc.  Where cuts and fills are constructed, the 
width of the "affected environment" should be extended to include the full extent of 
surface disruption.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-31 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Impacts of tunnel construction associated with all HST alternatives need to be further 
evaluated.  The blasting, drilling, and hydrological disruption will have impacts in all 
segments using new tunnels.  Tunnels can interrupt groundwater movement, limiting 
horizontal flow, as well as capturing flow, thereby "robbing" adjacent areas of water.  
In areas of fracture permeability (Diablo Range, for example) this impact is most 
critical.  In addition, the influence tunnel construction (blasting and excavation) could 
have on spring behavior is unknown.  These fragile and sometimes ephemeral water 
resources provide invaluable habitat for aquatic plants and animals.  In areas of 
fracture permeability, spring productivity can be very tenuous, and external 
influences can produce significant adverse impacts.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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W069-32 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Details 

Fig. S 4-1:  should show all significant parklands, not just Henry W. Coe State Park.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-33 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

Fig. 1.2-4:  The two bar charts are not adequately labeled.  It is unclear to which of 
the bar charts the title "Percentage of Arrivals Delayed -1999" refers.  Although two 
bar charts are displayed in this figure, the difference between the two is not made 
clear; the horizontal and vertical axes are identically labeled.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-34 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Fig. 2.5-1:  This map should show all park and conservation lands of the region, not 
just Henry W. Coe State Park (Pacheco SP, San Luis Reservoir SRA, Great Valley 
Grasslands SP, Carnegie SVRA, Lake Del Valle SRA, DFG, TNC, U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service managed and regional park lands).   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-35 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Fig. 2.5-7 SJ-CV: This map should include portrayal of park and conservation lands 
(see comment immediately above).   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-36 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

Fig. 2.5-8: This map should include the locations of Carnegie SVRA and Lake Del 
Valle SRA, as well as regional parks and conservation lands.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-37 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.9-4 SJ-CV: last paragraph:  Include Pacheco State Park in the list of areas where 
the line would be visible, producing a medium to high visual impact.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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W069-38 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.9-20: Visual and Aesthetics.  California State Parks has a concern about the 
effects of cuts and fills to Pacheco Creek.  The document does not address disposal 
methods for excavated soils and rock associated with the at-grade cut and fill 
sections of the route nor disposal options for the tunnel spoils.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-39 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.12-5: Paleontological Resources.  Simplistic descriptions are used and will result 
in skewed analysis.  Only 2 choices of sensitivity: High-vertebrates, rare, significant 
and Low:  No or very low densities (same as unknown).  This is a flawed 
methodology that will result in skewed results:  Paleontological resources should be 
considered of high value if found, even if a low probability of discovery exists.  
Mammoth remains have been documented in San Luis Reservoir SRA, and additional 
important vertebrate fossils could be discovered in the construction process. 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-40 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.12-20: Inconsistent discussion of sensitivities and paleontological resources 
potential.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-41 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.12-28 and 3.12-29: C. Paleontological Resources:  The draft document states 
that sufficient information is not available at the program level to assess impacts and 
assure that mitigation strategies will reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  
The document infers that additional environmental assessment will allow more 
precise evaluation in "project-level environmental analysis" and concludes that 
potential impacts to cultural and historic resources are considered significant at the 
program level even with the application of mitigation strategies.  Note that this 
reference to impacts to cultural and historic resources is included in the 
Paleontological Resources section (C).  For this section, "cultural and historic 
resources" should be deleted and replaced with "paleontological resources".  Because 
the document lacks comparative information for paleontological resources at the 
program level, it is not possible to evaluate and compare the paleontological 
resource effects from the various alternative alignments.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-42 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 

Even so, the proposed mitigation measures are not adequate to reduce impacts to a 
less than significant level.  Avoiding impact to irreplaceable, one-of-a-kind fossil 
resources is superior to educating workers, recovery of fossils, construction site 
monitoring, and curation in accredited research facilities.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

W069-43 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3-12-30: Preparation of a paleontological resources treatment plan at the project 
level EIR/EIS does not constitute mitigation.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-44 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.13-3: Seismic hazards evaluation.  Why is there no medium hazard for the 
stations? (This methodology may yield skewed results for potential impacts, similar 
to the paleontological resources methodology.)   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-45 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.13-21:  Spelling error, paragraph heading A: Seismic, not Siesmic.   Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-46 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

p. 3.14-29: Spelling error: San Luis Creek and San Luis waterway (not Louis)   Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-47 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

p. 3.16-11 F.  Pacheco Alignment Alternative: Conclusion is not founded; "tunnel 
would not have any impacts to Sec. 4(f) or 6(f) resources".  On the contrary, 
tunneling and cut and fill construction activities may present significant impacts to 
Pacheco SP and San Luis Reservoir SRA.  The impact to park resources needs to be 
revealed, assessed, and avoided if at all possible.  According to the strip maps and 
cross sections in the appendices, there will be a series of tunnels, cut and fill slopes, 
and at-grade segments. 

The tracks would cross State Route 152 twice (station 54 +893 and 63+~600, 
Appendix page 2-D-31.)   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-48 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 

Appendices  

Appendix 2-D is illegible in paper copy.  On-line review at 200% provided better 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-50 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

resolution; however this is a very awkward way to determine proposed project 
effects.  The strip maps are of no value for evaluating impacts.  The maps should 
show topography, hydrology, adjacent land-use, and watershed configuration.  The 
segmented nature of the maps hampers analysis and determination of context and 
big picture issues.  To facilitate meaningful review of impacts, maps should be 
developed to show shaded relief, hydrology, adjacent land-use and conservation land 
property boundaries.   

W069-49 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

There is no obvious discussion of tunnel spoil disposal alternatives in the document.   Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-50 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

2-D 30 and 31: Pacheco Pass alignment.  Impacts State Parks: Pacheco SP and San 
Luis Reservoir SRA.  Tunnels near Pacheco SP and through San Luis Reservoir SRA 
will have construction related impacts, such as spoil disposal, difficult drilling/tunnel 
boring, water effects (shortage of water for drilling purposes, and interference with 
ground water hydrology).  Effects of tunnels on natural springs and local water 
supplies for native plant and animal species should be described.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-51 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

Summary List of Species Potentially Affected by Pacheco Pass Alternative The 
attached list by park units summarizes species that may be impacted by the Pacheco 
Pass alignment, and which need to be evaluated.  In addition, general concerns are 
listed.  Please use this attached list and address project impacts to the species listed 
in all environmental documents for the proposed project   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-52 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

Mitigation 

In the event that HST alignments through or in proximity to units of the State Park 
System are selected, California State Parks recommends consideration of the 
following mitigations, in addition to those referenced elsewhere in this letter, for 
natural, cultural, aesthetic and recreational impacts.  Subsequent specific 
environmental documents, and/or more specific project proposals may result in 
additional or more specific recommendations. 

Mitigation for impacts to units of the California State Park System include but are not 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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being limited to: 

1. Provide monetary compensation to the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (and concessionaire if applicable) for revenues lost during construction 
due to closure or disruption of California State Park System units. 

2. Provide monetary compensation to the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation on behalf of the people of the State of California for lost park and 
recreation use. (People of the State of Ca., et al. v. BP America Inc. et al. U.S. Dst. 
Ct., Central District of CA. No. 92-0837 R)  

3. If necessary, due to closure during construction, provide alternative shuttle access 
service to park visitors. 

4. For any loss of facilities, fund the California Department of Parks and Recreation 
for restoration to a natural state of the existing facility sites prior to project 
commencement. 

5. Fund siting and planning studies as well as provide design and full development 
costs of facility replacement prior to project commencement. 

6. In the event that impacts to a unit of the State Park System reduce the unit to less 
than park value, acquire for dedication to and with the approval of the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, park sites of equivalent biological productivity, 
recreational opportunity, both in kind and in area, within the region of loss, and 
which are in the opinion of the California Department of Parks and Recreation, of 
sufficient potential to replace the natural, cultural, aesthetic and recreational values 
prior to project commencement. 

7. Provide funding for the California Department of Parks and Recreation's 
preparation of Resource Inventory, General Plan, and Management Plan documents 
for all replacement sites. 

8. Provide full reimbursement for all necessary plans, permits, and associated the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation staff time on all replacement sites. 

9. Provide full market value for real property loss, including lease lands, prior to 
project commencement. 

10. All construction equipment used within a ten-mile radius of units of the California 
State Park System will require a vehicle cleaning station (to wash undercarriages 
etc.) to assure protection against exotic plants from out of the area, and tarps under 
heavy equipment to catch grease/oil.  

11. Provide, following any soil disturbance, revegetation with local native plants and 
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a plan for ongoing control of exotics and maintenance. 

12. In order to protect wetland resources, require best management practices to 
reduce erosion during construction, including sedimentation basins and their annual 
maintenance for the life of the development.  

15. Redesign and construct cuts, fills, and aerial structures to reduce their visual 
impact to units of the State Park System. 

16. To partially mitigate for loss of wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation, 
provide, following consultation with and with the approval of the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, dedicated conservation corridors between 
appropriate units of the State Park System and other protected public and private 
conservation lands prior to construction. 

17. Following identification of wildlife corridors, strategically placed wildlife under-or 
over-crossings should be constructed of sufficient utility to provide ready use by 
wildlife. 

18. Light control, shading, and daylight-hours only operations should be required as 
necessary, in prior agreement with the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, to protect critical wildlife corridors, visitor use areas, and as safety 
requires. 

W069-53 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

Pacheco Pass versus Altamont Crossing   

As previously described, the draft document does not provide adequate comparisons 
of impacts associated with the various route alternatives.  Despite this lack, the 
document proposes to put forward a preferred alternative following receipt of public 
comment on the draft document.  How this preferred alternative would be selected is 
not fully described.  This presents a difficult and troublesome situation for California 
State Parks, because this is a critical time to provide momentum to the 
environmentally superior alternative, which has not been identified in the draft 
document.  Absent additional documentation, the Altamont Pass route clearly offers 
environmental advantages over the many park and natural resource impacts 
associated with the Pacheco Pass route.  The potential impacts of the Pacheco Pass 
route to park and reserve resources are significant.  This area is one of the most 
significant and strategic landscape reserves preserving biological diversity in 
California.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-54 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 

The State (California Department of Parks and Recreation and the Department of 
Fish and Game) and The Nature Conservancy have committed large amounts of 
resources in establishing this near-complete reserve.  It makes little sense to run 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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new transportation infrastructure through this relatively pristine and protected area 
in light of a more feasible, less environmentally-damaging alternative, the Altamont 
Pass route, which already has a major developed transportation corridor.  For this 
reason, California State Parks recommends that the Altamont Pass route be put 
forward as the preferred alternative for future Bay Area-Central Valley environmental 
documents.   

W069-55 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR/EIS.  California State Parks 
encourages the Authority and FRA to avoid direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to 
all units of the State park System.  Please coordinate and consult with our 
department throughout the project environmental review and project development 
process.  As more information details become available with respect to alignments 
and construction methodologies, please work to inform us, especially if the 
developing details result in changes in anticipated alignments and impacts.   

If you require additional clarifications on our comments, please contact Ms. Syd 
Brown at 916-653-9930, sbrow@parks.ca.gov or me at 916-653-6725 or 
rrayb@parks.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Original Signed By 

Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources Division 

cc: 

Ruth Coleman, Director 

Ted Jackson, Deputy Director, Park Operations Don Monahan, State Park Superintendent V, 
Diablo Vista District Matt Fuzie, State Park Superintendent V, Monterey District Scott 
Wassmund, State Park Superintendent V, Central Valley District Rick Le Flore, State Park 
Superintendent IV, OHMVR Division Kathryn Tobias, Staff Counsel III, Legal Office Lynn 
Rhodes, Chief, Northern Field Division Tony Perez, Chief, Southern Field Division   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W069-56 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

 

Attachment: 

List of sensitive species for parks potentially impacted by HST Pacheco Pass 
alignment 

Sensitive Species & Issues for Parks Potentially Impacted by HST Project This list by 
park unit should be used to evaluate potential effects of the California High Speed 
Rail project. 

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 
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Pacheco SP 

California red-legged frog 

San Joaquin kit fox 

Golden eagle 

Badger 

Impact of tunneling on springs and ponds Access to Pacheco SP off Hwy 
152 

San Luis Reservoir SRA 

San Joaquin kit fox 

California Tiger Salamander 

Bald eagle 

Golden eagle 

Swainson's hawk 

Tri-colored blackbirds 

Tule elk 

Access to the park off Hwy 152 and Hwy 33 

Great Valley Grasslands SP 

California tiger salamander 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp 

Swainson's hawk 

Eryngium racemosum (delta button-celery) Atriplex miniscula (lesser saltbush) 
Astragalus tener var. tener (alkali milkvetch) 

McConnell and George J. Hatfield SRAs 

Swainson's hawk 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
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Caswell Memorial SP 

Riparian brush rabbit 

Riparian woodrat 

Swainson's hawk 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 

Old growth riparian oak forest 

W069-57 Mr. Richard Rayburn 

Chief, Natural Resources 
Division / California 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation / Sacramento, CA 

General concerns 

Noise and vibrations from large number of trains traversing the area Aesthetic 
impacts to park visitors; views from park properties impacted by new rail line, 
overhead structures, cuts and fills.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 
S009. 

W070-1 Mr. Mateo Burtch / Writer / 
San Francisco, CA 

Hi.  I'm writing to express my strong support for High-Speed Rail in general, and for 
the Altamont alignment for the Bay Area-to-Los Angeles corridor. 

Thank you.  Mateo Burtch   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding Pacheco 
Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via the 
Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W071-1  Charlie Cho / San Jose, CA As a San Jose resident interested in a healthy regional rail system instead of vain 
local pride and Los Banos sprawl, I strongly support the Altamont route. It will bring 
better service (via BART) to the East Bay, a major population center. It is only logical 
to place the HSR line where there is heavy development (I-580) instead of a 
relatively pristine area (SR-152). This desire to have San Jose on the main trunk line 
is selfish, yet misguided. From a purely selfish San Jose standpoint, I would rather 
have separate San Jose-LA trains than board a SF-LA train in which all of the good 
seats have been taken by people from SF or the peninsula. I would rather San Jose 
be its own final destination rather than one of those stops on the way to San 
Francisco. I would rather not have express trains zooming down Monterey Boulevard, 
125mph on an elevated structure. So I'm not sure why the San Jose establishment is 
so pro-Pacheco, unless their insecurity leads them to believe than San Jose won't get 
many trains with the Altamont route. 

Two factors heavily favor Altamont: the political desire to connect Sacramento ASAP 
(and the extremely fast SF/SJ-Sac running times), and the financial need that the 
newly built infrastructure hosts regional/commuter service in addition to long 
distance trains. A prime example of the latter is the Channel Tunnel Rail Line in 
southern England, which will greatly enhance commuter service in addition to 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.  
Please note there will be no HST station in the 
Los Banos area. 
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speeding up the trip to Paris. Given than CHSRA isn't swimming in money, carrying 
the Pacheco alignment forward is a waste of time and money. If Los Banos real 
estate interests want Pacheco so badly, let them fund and build it and convince the 
HSR operator to run trains over it.   

W071-2  Charlie Cho / San Jose, CA I am also disappointed by the specific alignments studied for the Altamont route 
approaching San Jose. Both the UPRR and I-880 alignments just miss San Jose 
Airport, unlike the Caltrain Metro East alignment developed by Michael Kiesling. ( 
http://www.bayrailalliance.org/caltrain_metro_east_maps ) I believe than serving 
San Jose Airport may increase the appeal of the Altamont route among certain San 
Jose interests. Since the FAA is currently looking to hand out money to study Bay 
Area airport access, perhaps CHSRA could obtain some in order to study the Caltrain 
Metro East alignment in a supplemental DEIR.   

Please refer to Chapter 2, “Alternatives.”  A 
station site to connect with San Jose Airport 
was considered but rejected.  

W071-3  Charlie Cho / San Jose, CA I also believe that your Altamont route study greatly overstates the new 
infrastructure required north of and at San Jose Diridon Station. Separate elevated 
tracks and a second track/platform level at Diridon may not be necessary. Caltrain 
plans to make 3 tracks north of Diridon HSR compatible, and there is room at Diridon 
for additional platforms at ground level as well as tail tracks. Richard Mlynarik has 
modeled a future Caltrain/Altamont HSR schedule and the infrastructure required; 
the DEIR's track amplifications and aerial platforms are not needed, nor are new 
tunnels under the I-280 extension in San Francisco. 
http://www.sonic.net/~mly/Caltrain-Timetabling/Hillsdale-200704/Hillsdale.html   

Please see Response to Comment I030-6.  The 
Authority coordinated with the City of San 
Jose, SamTrans, and MTC’s regional rail 
planning in regards to the configuration at San 
Jose Diridon Station, and with SamTrans and 
MTC’s regional rail planning in regards to the 
Caltrain alignment assumptions.   

W071-4  Charlie Cho / San Jose, CA Hopefully the CHSRA is realizing that people, especially in the East Bay and Central 
Valley, are waking up to the fraud which is the Pacheco route and will see through 
the bait-and-switch of carrying both alternatives forward AGAIN. They will wonder 
why CHSRA is unrealistically and foolishly trying to build two routes to the Bay Area, 
including one superfluous route. People inclined to support HSR will wonder if CHSRA 
is competent at all; people against HSR will gleefully accuse the CHSRA of gold 
plating the system. All this erodes support for the bond measure, putting the entire 
system at risk. The importance of High Speed Rail in California is hard to overstate, 
and CHSRA must not allow San Jose/Los Banos interests to hurt its viability.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W072-1 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

[Please note--we have submitted our letter via email, with US Mail hard copy for 
reproduction.  The version below does not hold its formatting, and is intended for 
use solely as backup in case of delivery problems with either of the other versions.]  

Dear Chairman Kopp: 

The Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF) is a Bay Area 

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 
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environmental organization advocating the regional planning of transportation, land 
use and air quality.  We are especially focused these days on policies that are 
responsive to the challenge of climate change.  We strongly support High Speed Rail 
(HSR) and see it as likely to become the State's most far-reaching (literally as well as 
figuratively) climate change mitigation project.   

W072-2 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

The long list of capital projects that need to be built to provide a low-carbon way of 
life places tremendous pressure on your Authority to economize with this project.  
Cost-effectiveness in achieving an integrated California High Speed and intercity rail 
system will be key.  That is why the "hybrid" recommendation that MTC adopted 
yesterday is a total non-starter.  Because of its $5 billion dollars of additional cost, 
we urge you to discard it from further review as an option, due to its financial 
infeasibility.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-3 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

TRANSDEF finds this environmental document profoundly unsatisfactory.  Major new 
work will be necessary to make the Bay Area to Central Valley Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (DPEIR/S) a valid basis for the important 
decision of selecting an HSR alignment to connect the Bay Area with the rest of 
California.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-4 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

It is nothing short of inconceivable that an environmental document whose sole 
purpose is to inform the choice between two competing alignments is silent on the 
issue of the relative merits of those alignments.  In its present form, the DPEIR/S 
offer no guidance on this weighty question, and doesn't offer even a summary table 
of benefits and impacts of the two alignments.  Hundreds of pages go by without this 
issue being addressed.  Did the EIR preparers think we would be so overwhelmed by 
the data as to miss this glaring absence?  This flaw is so profound as to require 
revision and recirculation, without ever getting to the substance of our comments.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-5 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

Comprehensive Rail Network 

The capacity of HST facilities is so great that their unused capacity can be used to 
provide regional and interregional mobility solutions without building additional 
infrastructure.  The Altamont alignment offers the opportunity to provide quality 
service to three travel markets (Bay Area to L.A., Bay Area to Sacramento, and Bay 
Area to Central Valley), where the Pacheco alignment only can serve one well.  
Piggybacking additional services on the same infrastructure enables dramatic capital 
cost savings.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 
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W072-6 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

Building an HST line over the Altamont pass will cover most of the capital cost of 
providing fast, reliable ACE regional and interregional service.  If the DPEIR/S 
cumulative impact analysis were to assume that ACE's future expansion funds were 
used to purchase rolling stock and operations, ACE would then be able to provide top 
notch service to Silicon Valley.  This in turn would catalyze transit-oriented 
development in the Central Valley and in Silicon Valley that might otherwise not 
occur.  The cumulative impacts analysis of such a scenario would note the difference 
between these results and the sprawl development that would occur in Santa Clara, 
Merced and San Benito Counties if the Pacheco alignment were built-out.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-7 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

The operating plan assumptions used in the DPEIR/S were silly.  The Base Case for 
the Altamont alignment assumes that only a fraction of the trains from southern 
California would connect with San Francisco, with the rest going to San Jose.  
DPEIR/S at S-12.  The model then produces a lower ridership estimate for the 
Altamont alignment, because travel demand models project less ridership when less 
train service is available.  That assumption is the product of a flawed mindset that 
sees HSR in isolation.  HSR needs to be recognized as the backbone of an extensive 
regional and interregional rail network.  Despite the hope that planning would 
produce a vision for a comprehensive system, TRANSDEF is profoundly disappointed 
at MTC's mismanagement of the Regional Rail Plan, and its asinine HSR 
recommendations and final conclusions.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-8 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

Nonetheless, the HSR project cannot be meaningfully evaluated on its own.  It is only 
through the synergistic effects of the regional rail network on the HSR system that 
HSR will achieve maximal environmental benefits.  Modeling HSR without the 
regional rail network will result in ridership calculations that completely ignore the 
further objective of HSR:  "to relieve capacity constraints of the existing 
transportation system in a manner sensitive to and protective of the Bay Area to 
Central Valley region's and California's unique natural resources."  DPEIR/S at 1-4.   

Because the level of Bay Area congestion on Highways 80 and 580 is very high, far 
outstripping conditions in southern Santa Clara County, the Altamont alignment does 
far more to serve this objective.  Ridership calculations done without adding in the 
regional riders that use the HSR infrastructure are therefore worthless for purposes 
of determining which alignment produces the maximal social benefits (which should 
be the determining factor).   

The goal should be to build a regional rail network that provides frequent BART-level 
service around the region, using the excess capacity of the HSR infrastructure.  
Under such a scenario, a train from the southland would be met in Fremont by a 
train to San Jose, so that, with a platform-to-platform transfer, every train would 

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 
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access San Jose and San Francisco.  With regional service assumed like this (or by 
coupling and uncoupling trainsets), the two alignments will have the same frequency 
of service.  This then will result in meaningful ridership calculations, in which 
Altamont is sure to have more total riders.    

W072-9 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

Growth Inducement 

We contend the findings of the growth inducement analysis fail to pass the common 
sense test, and are simply not credible.  Peak hour highway conditions between the 
Bay Area and outlying counties are miserable now and heading towards becoming 
much worse in 2030.  These conditions are represented in the DPEIR/S as the No 
Project Alternative.  They will prevent any kind of substantial expansion of 
commuting into the Bay Area.  Under the Network Alternatives, one would expect 
Central Valley employment, Table 5.3-2, to drop below the No Project Alternative as 
Central Valley residents stream onto HSR in search of the Bay Area's higher wages.  
But it doesn't.  Similarly, one would expect Bay Area employment with the Network 
Alternatives in Table 5.3-2 to increase sharply in relation to the No Project 
Alternative, as a large pool of lower-cost-of-living employees becomes accessible.    

The fact that the growth inducement analysis fails to show a substantial change in 
employment between the No Project and Network Alternatives indicates that the 
model considers the travel connection between the Bay Area and the Central Valley 
to be convenient enough.  That finding clashes with everyday traffic reports that 
always have problems.  Given how bad the traffic is now, it is especially egregious 
that the DPEIR/S concludes that adding HSR does little to change travel patterns, 
i.e., induce growth.  This whole section needs to be redone, starting with accurate 
traffic counts now and into the future.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-10 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

Statewide Growth 

With urbanized land in the core study area projected to increase by an astonishing 
40% between 2000 and 2030 (at 5-12), it is clear that HST and a comprehensive 
Smart Growth mitigation package could play a dramatic role in reducing the 
environmental impacts of a projected tremendous increase in population and jobs.  
In the absence of a State growth management regime, a statewide project EIR 
serves as a de facto state plan.    

The DPEIR/S must propose mitigations for this massive projected increase in sprawl.  
Mitigations are tested by studying how the alternatives compare to the 2005 
baseline, as well as to the No Project Alternative.  Mitigations that should be 
evaluated: 

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 
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Drop the planned and funded transportation highway improvements that are 
assumed in the No Project Alternative.  Use the funding to instead build a network of 
intraregional trains that connect with the HSR network.1 

Assume that voters authorize a shift in Proposition 1B Transportation Bond funds 
from highways to HSR.  Calculate the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from 
building out the HSR system sooner. 

Propose a Blueprint for 2030 for the Project core study area minus the 9 Bay Area 
counties (which already have a Smart Growth Plan), modeled on SACOG's Blueprint, 
with higher densities outside and much less conversion of vacant land. 

Propose Indirect Source Mitigation Fees similar to those in place in the San Joaquin 
Valley, but increase the cost high enough to restrain the growth of large lot 
subdivisions. 

Assume a $1.00 increase in the gas tax, with revenues used to fund bus and shuttle 
operations, following a Constitutional Amendment by voters to authorize transit use 
of gas tax receipts.   

W072-11 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

Conclusion 

TRANSDEF was very involved in preparing the extensive comments submitted by our 
attorney, Stuart Flashman.  We appreciate this opportunity to provide additional 
comments to the CAHSRA.  We hope that the agency will seriously consider what we 
have said here, and decide to work on behalf of the people of the State of California 
to provide the greatest benefit to the greatest number. 

Sincerely,  

DAVID SCHONBRUNN 

President   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W072-12 Mr. David Schonbrunn / 
President / TRANSDEF 

1 For an off-the-shelf set of assumptions to model this scenario, see the TRANSDEF 
Smart Growth RTP Alternative in MTC's 2005 RTP FEIR, Appendix D.1.  All highway 
funds were transferred to transit projects.  Many new bus lines were initiated.  HSR 
was built.  The transit network definition files are available from MTC.   

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
O006. 

W073-1 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Gentlepersons, 

Thank you for providing the public the opportunity to comment on the Draft Bay 
Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program EIR/EIS and for extending 
the comment period through October 26, 2007.   

Comment acknowledged. 
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W073-2 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Lest it get lost in the details below, I must dispense with a bit of unpleasantness and 
state that the offered draft document is: 

- non-responsive to scoping comments;  

Comment acknowledged. 

W073-3 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

- fails to study an adequate range of alternatives; and  Please see Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

W073-4 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

- fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and/or propose mitigations for significant 
environmental impacts (primarily in relation to the Grasslands Ecological Area and 
associated biological resources).   

Please see Standard Response 5.  Please also 
see Responses to Comment Letters L029 and 
O011. 

W073-5 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Therefore, by virtue of those shortcomings and notice of them being tendered in this 
comment submission, should the California High-Speed Rail Authority attempt to 
certify a final EIR/EIS without correcting these deficiencies there is the possibility 
that injunctive relief could be sought through the courts to prevent work on the 
subject portion of the proposed network until those deficiencies are corrected.   

Please refer to Responses to Comment O006-
3. 

W073-6 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Scoping Comment Responsiveness 

When I submitted my scoping comments for this environmental review process 
almost 2 years ago now I felt a bit like Don Quixote tilting at windmills.  The thrust of 
those scoping comments was essentially 2-fold:  expand the geographic range of 
alternatives to be studied and consider constructing more than one connection 
between the Bay Area and the Central Valley. 

I am pleased to note that the offered draft does indeed examine alternatives that 
include more than one connection (and quantifying the additional cost involved) and 
was additionally pleased to hear some elected officials at the Stockton hearing 
support such a proposal.  Further, it was enlightening to hear that such an approach 
might have a benefit I never thought about - reducing the number of tracks needed 
over the Altamont alignment.  So that portion of my scoping comments was 
responded to, but that response was unfortunately limited by the omission of 
response to the other portion - expanding the geographic scope of alternatives. 

It would appear that restricting candidate alternatives to those that lie within certain 
arbitrary geographic boundaries has no supportable basis relative to NEPA/CEQA 
requirements.  Even if the Legislature directed that alternatives within those 
boundaries be studied, that direction cannot be interpreted as preventing study of 
other alternatives outside those boundaries because such an interpretation would be 
contrary to the statutory requirements imposed by NEPA/CEQA. 

Acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA 
disagree with this assessment.  Please refer to 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and the Authority’s 
and FRA’s certified statewide program EIR/EIS 
(November 2005). 
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I therefore re-iterate my scoping comment that the area of candidate connection 
alternatives should be expanded to at least encompass a north bay connection and a 
connection significantly more southerly than either Pacheco Pass or the previously 
rejected Pinoche Pass routes.   

W073-7 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Range of Alternatives Studied 

As stated above, the alternatives studied were arbitrarily constrained to those 
between the Altamont and Pacheco Pass routes. 

This eliminated consideration of a north bay connection extending through to 
Sacramento as specifically requested in my scoping comments.  Since those earlier 
comments were submitted, the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan has been completed.  
The public study process that led to its production identified additional north bay 
connectivity as a need to be satisfied, both for the regional BART system (with its 
proprietary, non-interoperable design) and for longer distance rail travel, as well as 
additional capacity between Oakland and Sacramento.  So my personal, perhaps 
quixotic, suggestion would appear to have received some institutional legitimacy in 
the interim. 

Although not as directly validated, I think some benefits of the more southerly 
connection I asked to be studied in my scoping comments have also become evident 
in the interim.  It was always obvious that using a Paso Robles/Wasco connection in 
place of either Altamont or Pacheco Pass to reach southern California from the Bay 
Area would produce the fastest trip times (fewer route miles and fewer stops en 
route). 

Ridership studies now indicate that building only the Altamont route would require a 
4-track ROW due to the heavy regional overlay service demand in that corridor.  So if 
Pacheco Pass could serve as a reliever to Altamont, Paso Robles/Wasco would do it 
even better, taking traffic off the Central Valley line at a more southerly point. 

A Paso Robles/Wasco connection also offers some interesting environmental 
advantages.  First and most obviously it would not go through or near the Grasslands 
Ecological Area as the Pacheco Pass route would most certainly do.  More subtly, 
construction of a Paso Robles/Wasco connection could result in removal of an 
existing rail line through the Elkhorn Slough wildlife area, a line that plagues Union 
Pacific with persistent signal problems due to tidal wetting of the ballast. 

By re-routing the existing Union Pacific Coast Subdivision between Gilroy and Salinas 
as a partnership with Union Pacific in conjunction with construction of HST trackage 
(the remainder along their ROW between San Jose and Paso Robles), a Paso 
Robles/Wasco connection would avoid new GEA biological impacts and remove 

Please see Response to Comment W073-6. 
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existing impacts at Elkhorn Slough.  From an EIR/EIS perspective it doesn't get much 
better than that. 

I therefore re-iterate my scoping comments that additional alternatives should be 
studied, including:  1) a north bay crossing extending through to Sacramento and 2) 
continuing the HST ROW south from San Jose through Gilroy and continuing south 
through Salinas to Paso Robles before crossing into the Central Valley to a 
connection near Wasco with the Central Valley line.  The latter would follow the 
existing Union Pacific Coast Subdivision ROW except for the re-routing discussed 
above between Gilroy and Salinas.   

W073-8 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Inadequate disclosure, analysis, and/or mitigation of environmental impacts 

Although this is somewhat outside my personal expertise, it is my understanding that 
others, including responsible government agencies, have expressed their detailed 
concerns under separate cover.  I would simply note that the real teeth of 
NEPA/CEQA require adequate disclosure on impacts and that does not appear to 
have occurred up to this point in this particular environmental review process. 

Therefore, with the other concerns discussed above requiring substantial revisions to 
the draft EIR/EIS in addition to additional impact disclosure, I would request that a 
revised draft be re-circulated for public comment before any agency consideration of 
certification is undertaken.   

Please refer to Response to Comment O006-3. 

W073-9 Mr. Doug DeLong / 
Opportunistic Activist / 
Mountain View, CA 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment and participate in this public 
process.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W074-10 Mr. Andre Luthard / San Jose, 
CA 

I would strongly support the Authority taking a close look at developing trackage in 
both the Altamont and Pacheco alignment.  I recently attended a public meeting of 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission where it was suggested that instead of 
building a 4-track section through either pass, two double track segments could be 
built.  Envisioning HSR as part of a regional rail plan for Northern California, certain 
HSR and regional services could be routed over Altamont, while statewide trains 
to/from the south would follow Pacheco.  Travel times from the Bay Area to 
Sacramento would be reduced while durations to the very important Southern 
California market would be optimized.  Environmental concerns and land acquisition 
costs may be able to be addressed more easily due to the reduced right-of-way 
requirements of a double track system in selected areas.  A dual route option also 
appears to provide the highest combined ridership between inter-regional and intra-
regional areas.  A HSR route that provides "best of both worlds" benefits also would 
enable community leaders from the South Bay and the East Bay to get on board with 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and FRA 
believe that the Preferred Alternative along 
with the Authority’s current work with the 
region to implement improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor (as a separate but related 
project) are consistent with MTC’s 
recommendations to the Authority and the Bay 
Area Regional Rail Plan. 
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HSR together rather than bicker about which cities get to have HSR. 

I am a huge HSR supporter, but also believe that HSR needs to be an integral part of 
a coordinated transit solution.  Looking out for what is best for the Northern 
California region while also maximizing the benefits to potential riders is vitally 
important. 

Thank you.   

W075-1 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

These are my comments regarding the Draft Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed 
Train Program EIR/EIS, in no particular order.  Most of these comments could be 
applied throughout the HST system:  

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-2 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

1.  The routes selected should be designed around the shortest route to reduce 
travel time from furthest Northern destination to furthest Southern destination.  In 
previous released documents the critical time was about 3 hours.  This shouldn't be 
forgotten as a trip from Sacramento (or points north) to San Diego (in the South), 
could surpass this.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-3 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

2.  Keep in mind how riding these trains will be, FROM THE PASSENGER'S 
PERSPECTIVE.  We want something that passengers will enjoy, this will make it their 
preferred method of travel, instead of flying.  Therefore, please don't try to hide this 
train in some channel, or think of it as some kind of eyesore.  We should be proud of 
our trains!  By having a train that is somewhat raised by building up the earth below 
the tracks, these trains will be more prominent, and give the riders a good view of 
the surrounding terrain.  This isn't to say everything should be elevated.  Only that 
we should keep in mind what a rider would experience.  By having objects or 
structures too close to the train, a passenger might get motion sickness.  By 
elevating, passengers may not experience this, as their view would overlook nearby 
objects, reducing this effect.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-4 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

3.  If feasible, auto traffic should be routed UNDER Train crossings.  The reason I 
recommend this is for safety.  When bridges for auto traffic go over rail traffic, there 
is always a possibility of debris or automobiles getting onto the track.  This actually 
occurred in Los Angeles on the Metro Rail, Green Line, which already has a dedicated 
track, with offset grade crossings (the car went over the edge of the bridge, landing 
on the track).  Even though there will be a warning system, it’s better to have safety 
designed in from the beginning, and not have the potential for possible delays in 
service, or accidents.  By having non-rail traffic move below the train, it’s highly 
unlikely that debris will move upwards and onto the HST track.   

Comment acknowledged.  The specific design 
of grade separations will be part of future 
project-level analysis. 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-65 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

W075-5 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

4.  Include as many known destinations along the route as possible.  This means, 
when selecting the specific route, include Airports, Main Highways, Leisure spots, etc.  
Some people would prefer the train doesn't go anywhere near a park, but that's 
exactly one of the places we would like our trains to go, so we aren't forced to drive 
there.    

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-6 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

5.  Since the HSRA will be using existing Rights-Of-Way as much as possible, the 
High Speed Train will compete directly with all existing transportation modes that 
share the same route.  This means any other transportation mode that might have 
an express train or bus covering local communities will lose passengers to the HST.  
This will just be a fact of life as high speed trains are built.  This isn't something to 
be afraid of, it just means people will gravitate to the best transportation method for 
their respective commute.  Persons traveling shorter distances will still need the local 
bus and train service, so somehow existing ROW might need to be acquired to allow 
for local commuter trains to continue running, without impacting the HST schedules.  
In the Bay area this will affect the Caltrain, and in Southern California, Metrolink.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-7 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

6.  This is just a reminder that the train system selected, steel wheels on steel rail 
(with slower top speed), was mainly due to the use of sharing existing tracks along 
the Caltrain route (in the north), and Metrolink (in the south).  If it is determined 
that rail tracks cannot be shared due to affecting schedules on local commuter trains, 
then staying with steel wheels and steel rail would no longer an issue.  Therefore, 
Maglev may again be a better choice for this system.  I wouldn't argue about the 
reliability of steel wheel on steel rail.  It has been proven for many years.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-8 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

7.  Regarding the routes of the HST into the Bay Area, I could see from online 
comments that everyone has reasons for wanting them nearby, which is a good 
thing.  What people are forgetting is, the HST will have to be built in stages.  This 
doesn't mean your city will be left out, but it may not be a first priority.  Although, 
some cities might be left out entirely.  This got me to thinking about station locations 
and train stops.  Yes, we want a fast train, which means it cannot stop at ever 
station, but specific routes and train stops can be flexible.  Therefore, even though 
there could be many stations along a route in the Bay Area, servicing many cities, 
not all stations need to be stopping points on every train coming into the area.  
There could be an alternating pattern, where more cities are serviced but less 
frequently.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W075-9 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

8.  To get these trains up and running as fast as possible, it seems to me the 
shortest route from Los Angeles to San Francisco should be selected.  This would 
mean selecting a route through the Pacheco Pass, through Gilroy, San Jose, then 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
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north to San Francisco.  There were several paths through the Pacheco Pass.  I 
would like to see the one where the fewest tunnels would be drilled.  At every entry 
and exit point into a tunnel, there is the potential for debris to land on the HST track 
(even with a warning system), which could cause a potential accident.  Remember, 
we live in earthquake country.  It isn't a matter of IF SOMETHING WILL LAND ON 
THE TRACK, IT'S A MATTER OF WHEN.  I'd like to err on the side of safety, to 
reduce that possibility.   

and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W075-10 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

9.  Regarding the complete Bay Area to Central Valley HST system.  From looking 
over the many documents provided, it would appear that all the communities 
surrounding the Bay Area should be serviced by the HST.  I would like to see a HST 
system BAY LOOP around the whole bay area, with San Jose in the south (no 
Dumbarton Bridge), and with a Transbay crossing, linking S.F. to Oakland, in the 
north; a complete loop around the bay.  The complete HST build out would include 
routes heading in and out of this Bay Loop via the Pacheco Pass AND the Altamont 
Pass.  This way commuters coming into the bay area from Modesto or Sacramento 
would have short transit times, as well as those coming north, which would come 
into the loop via Pacheco Pass and San Jose.  Direct routes should also be included 
in the Central Valley which would allow trains traveling directly from Los Angeles to 
Sacramento.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W075-11 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

I'd like to thank the High Speed Rail Authority for the opportunity to comment on this 
very worthwhile project for our state. 

Thank You.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W076-1 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

In 2004, the East Bay Bicycle Coalition joined with other environmental and transit 
groups to ask that the Altamont pass option be reconsidered as part of the 
environmental review process. We applaud the High-Speed Rail Authority for 
responding to public feedback, and submit the following comments regarding the Bay 
Area to Central Valley EIR/EIS.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W076-2 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

Transbay Service 

Bicyclists in the East Bay are all too aware of the severe bottlenecks for transbay 
travel. Toll bridges are gridlocked (and generally off-limits for bicycle travel). The 
BART transbay tube is operating well beyond its design capacity. Today, bicyclists 
cannot board BART trains during commute hours, and within the next 10-20 years, 
regular passengers will also suffer commute hour "blackouts". The Concord line is 
especially at risk: peak hour loads between Rockridge and downtown San Francisco 
are reaching standing-room-only limits. 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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Contrary to public testimony heard at the San Jose Public Hearing, the new Bay rail 
crossing is a key advantage of the Altamont alternative. Because it would take huge 
pressure off the BART transbay tube, the EIR/EIS should highlight this advantage.   

W076-3 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

Bicycle Access 

Chapter 6 "HST Station Area Development" calls for a "grid street pattern" that 
promotes walking and bicycle access. EBBC supports this concept, and also 
recommends adoption of BART's Bicycle Access "Toolkit" - a set of design standards 
for station design, including signage and secure bike parking. Maximum feasible 
accommodation for bicycles (and other types of luggage) should be provided on 
trains, particularly the regional and suburban services.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to 
Chapter 6, “Station Area Development,” of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority believes 
that planning for bicycles is an essential 
component of station design and for transit-
oriented development at station areas.  It is 
also the Authority’s adopted policy that HST 
trains should provide accommodation for 
bicycles.  The adoption of BART’s Bicycle 
Access “Toolkit” is beyond the scope of this 
project-level process, but this may be 
considered at the project-level should the 
project move forward.  

W076-4 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

Ridership Analysis 

Ridership analysis for the Bay Area - Los Angeles segment appears to rely on a 
dubious assumption. Page 11 of the Report Summary, states the following: 

"The Altamont Pass network alternatives would require the system to split in two 
separate directions to serve both San Jose and San Francisco given a constant 
number of trains. This decreases the frequency of service from other markets in the 
state to these stations by a factor of two, as compared to network alternatives using 
the Pacheco Pass alignment alternatives." 

As noted in our 2004 comments, "splitting" trains does not necessarily result in 
decreased service to San Jose. By using timed cross-platform connections, the 
Altamont alternative can provide service to San Jose with no decrease in frequency. 
For example, a passenger departing from San Jose on a Sacramento-bound train 
could transfer to the San Francisco-Los Angeles train at a multi-modal station in 
Fremont or Pleasanton. This is similar to BART system operations, where trains split 
off in four directions at Oakland. On BART's heavily used Richmond line, a 1-seat ride 
into San Francisco has a 15 minute headway, but when the timed transfer at 

There is a decided disadvantage in requiring 
intercity travelers to transfer between trains.  
Research on the TGV Atlantique line1 has 
shown that this transfer "penalty" can amount 
to up to 60 minutes of equivalent in-vehicle 
time for intercity travelers, which would 
greatly outweigh any benefit from increased 
frequency to San Jose and San Francisco.  
This penalty is much higher than the 8- to 10-
minute values typically associated with 
commuter rail and rapid transit systems such 
as BART2.  The research paper also pointed 
out several other critical problems with an 
integrated timed transfer system, including 
inefficient facility usage, reliability problems, 
and difficulty in varying service headways to 
match demand throughout the day.    

                                                 
1   Clever, Reinhard; "Integrated Timed Transfer: A European Perspective"; in Transportation Research Record 1571. 
2 "Journal of Public Transportation"; Vol 8, No 1; pg 46. 
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MacArthur (and 12th Street) is counted, the headway is actually 7.5 minutes. While 
much attention has focused on the Bay Area to Los Angeles segment, the business 
plan showed a substantial fraction of daily ridership would be commute trips. For Bay 
Area voters, the real value added for this project is not so much the ability to visit 
Southern California, but rather the improvements in their daily commute. Thus, there 
is an error of omission in the EIR/EIS: a complete lack of analysis of the potential for 
commuter, suburban, regional types of travel possible with this project. The only 
mention is a single sentence on Page 2-11, which indicates 69,000 daily commuters. 
The report does not indicate how this figure was derived, nor does it distinguish 
commuter figures for the various alignment options. The 69,000 figure seems an 
underestimate based on today's census figures, let alone what may be expected by 
the year 2030. 

The ridership analysis should provide a system approach for all destinations, rather 
than focus exclusively on the Los Angeles to Bay Area market. The EIS/EIR provides 
little information on Sacramento ridership. We note that the Altamont "local-service" 
alternative adds $6 billion to the total cost of the project. In the event the Pacheco 
alignment is constructed, the Altamont local-service option would be required to 
provide time-competitive service to Sacramento. For this scenario, the EIR/EIS needs 
to evaluate the cost per trip for Sacramento (and Tri-Valley) service, versus other 
design alternatives. We are also doubtful that $6 billion in private investment capital 
can be obtained for Sacramento service.   

The ridership and revenue model used for the 
Program EIR/EIS explicitly forecasts HST's 
ability to capture all types of travel across 
California, including commuter, suburban, and 
regional types; it does not "focus exclusively 
on the Los Angeles to Bay Area market."  
Please see Response to Comment L006-8 for 
availability of ridership information for 
Sacramento and other markets.  

About 30% of HST's projected ridership is 
commute travel.  See Standard Response 4 for 
a discussion of the commute accessibility 
potential of HST versus auto, Response to 
Comment O007-113 for a discussion of 
general accessibility differences between 
highways and HST, and Response to Comment 
O006-6 for a discussion of how access and 
egress to an HST station affects the door-to-
door travel time and cost of HST relative to 
auto. 

W076-5 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

Caltrain Coordination 

Page 2-18 states that the current Caltrain Dumbarton Rail project would "conflict" 
with the proposed HST system. We urge the High-Speed Rail Authority to coordinate 
with the Caltrain Joint Powers Board in the implementation of a joint Dumbarton 
crossing. Coordination is especially important as the two agencies will share Caltrain 
ROW.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W076-6 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

Because the Altamont alignment reduces conflicts between Caltrain and HST service, 
the EIR/EIS should note some of the operational advantages of the Altamont 
alignment. Under the Pacheco alternative, HST trains would run the entire length of 
the highly congested Caltrain corridor -- increasing the possibility of delays to HST 
due to equipment breakdowns, police actions, and other interruptions along the 
Caltrain ROW. By comparison, the Altamont alternative would have HST diverge from 
the shared Caltrain ROW much earlier (at Redwood City), thereby reducing the 
chances of service disruption. HST operators in other countries follow a similar policy 
of getting high-speed trains off mainline commuter tracks as early as possible.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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W076-7 Mr. Eric  McCaughrin / East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition / 
meric@ebbc.org / CA, 94604 

Future Steps 

The choice of high-speed rail alignment is critically important, as it will directly affect 
revenue, ridership, and operating expense. The EBBC hopes the EIR/EIS process will 
be comprehensive and objective, so that decision makers can move forward based 
on the best engineering data available. The extensive public scoping process has 
been an encouraging sign that the Authority is working with stakeholders in a 
transparent fashion, which will no doubt help make high-speed rail a success in 
California.   

Sincerely, 

Eric McCaughrin 

EBBC Board of Directors 

cc: Robert Raburn 

EBBC Executive Director 

Comment acknowledged. 

W077-1 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

Dear Mr. Leavitt, 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority's Draft Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Environmental 
Impact Re-port/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Although our 
Commission has not had the opportunity to review the draft EIR/EIS and therefore 
these are staff comments, they are based on BCDC's law, the McAteer-Petris Act, and 
the provisions of its San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan).   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W077-2 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

As a permitting authority along the San Francisco Bay shoreline, BCDC is responsible 
for granting or denying permits for all Bay filling, dredging or substantial change in 
use of land, water or structures within the Bay or on the shoreline, which is defined 
in the McAteer-Petris Act, as 100 feet landward of, and parallel to, the shoreline of 
the Bay. BCDC's regulations also require that proposed projects provide maximum 
feasible public access to the Bay and its shoreline consistent with the proposed 
project. In addition to the McAteer-Petris Act, an essential part of BCDC's regulatory 
framework is the Commission's San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). Projects approved 
by BCDC must be consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act and the provisions of the 
Bay Plan.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W077-3 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 

Given the potential adverse impacts that transportation projects can have on Bay 
resources when located along the Bay shoreline, or in the Bay, it is important that 

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
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the planning and design of these facilities is done in a way that both protects and 
enhances the Bay as a regional resource, while ensuring the viability of a safe and 
efficient transportation system for the Bay Area. The draft EIR/EIS for the High-
Speed Rail service contains a number of different alignments, some that may have 
impacts on Bay resources and some that would largely avoid the Bay. Those 
alignments that would have the greatest impact on the Bay are those described 
within what the draft EIR/EIS calls the San Francisco Bay Crossings Corridor. The 
alternatives described in this corridor include three alternative locations and seven 
design alternatives for crossing the Bay, including a new transbay tube connecting 
Oakland and San Francisco and either a bridge or a tube in the vicinity of the existing 
Dumbarton Rail Bridge. While each of these alternatives would result in different 
types of impacts to the Bay, all of the alternatives would result in fill in the Bay and 
require the provision of maximum feasible public access.  

If portions of the preferred alignment are located within BCDC's jurisdiction, then the 
accompanying environmental document should identify the amount of fill proposed, 
pro-vide an analysis of why that fill is necessary and explain how the proposed fill is 
the mini-mum necessary to meet the objectives of the High-Speed Rail project. The 
project will need to be accompanied by a mitigation package designed to offset the 
fill in the Bay and by a public access component that would meet BCDC's 
requirement for maximum feasible public access. The -mitigation and public access 
components should be identified in the environmental document for the selected 
alignment and should be included in any cost estimates for the Bay crossings 
alternatives. As was stated in BCDC's comment letter on the NOP, it is important for 
project proponents and sponsors to contact BCDC early in the project planning phase 
to allow staff to identify impacts to Bay resources and assist with the mitigation and 
public access components of the project in a timely fashion.   

L032. 

W077-4 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

In addition to BCDC's fill and public access requirements, the environmental 
document for the preferred alternative should include a discussion of how the project 
is consistent with the findings, policies and priority land use area designations of the 
Bay Plan. In very general terms, the Bay Plan findings and policies direct that where 
new infrastructure must be developed or existing infrastructure must be expanded, 
the alignments chosen should be sited and designed to avoid adverse affects on Bay 
resources (e.g., tidal marshes, tidal flats, restored areas, habitats that support 
endangered species) and be consistent with BCDC's priority land use areas. The 
priority land use areas are an important component of the Bay Plan and were 
established to ensure that sufficient areas around the Bay are reserved for important 
water-oriented uses such as ports, water-related industry, wildlife refuges and parks. 
The draft EIR/EIS includes several alternatives that would result in a new alignment 

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 
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through the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge which is designated by the Bay 
Plan as a wildlife refuge priority use area. The project should be designed to avoid an 
alignment that requires the placement of infrastructure in the wildlife refuge. If it is 
not possible to avoid the placement of infrastructure in the refuge, the design should 
minimize the impacts to the refuge and mitigate for those unavoidable impacts.  

W077-5 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

The transportation findings and policies of the Bay Plan provide support for public 
transit facilities, encouraging a reduction in the region's primary reliance on the 
single-occupant vehicle and the improvement and expansion of systems of 
transportation that can carry large volumes of people and goods. The High-Speed 
Rail project is consistent with this objective. Although not stated in the Bay Plan, the 
region will also be facing increased congestion at the three main commercial 
airports-San Francisco International Airport, San Jose International Airport and 
Oakland International Airport. It is possible that a new High-Speed Rail service could 
help alleviate this congestion, providing an alternative to flights coming from the 
Central Valley to make connections through Bay Area airports and providing the 
travelers in the busy Northern to Southern California route an alternative to air 
travel. Future environmental documents should include further contemplation how 
High-Speed Rail could complement the service provided at the three main 
commercial airports and the ways that the two modes could work together to relieve 
congestion and increase transportation alternatives, particularly during peak travel 
periods and during emergencies.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W077-6 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

The Bay Plan also identifies the impacts that all transportation projects may have on 
Bay resources, including impacts to public access to the Bay, pedestrian and bicycle 
movement and important wildlife habitat areas. Historically, rail lines and roadway 
infrastructure along the Bay shoreline resulted in adverse impacts to non-motorized 
access, recreation and visual access in many communities near the Bay shoreline. To 
address these potential impacts, the Bay Plan contains a policy that states 
"[t]ransportation projects on the Bay shoreline or bridges over the Bay or certain 
waterways should include pedestrian and bicycle paths that will either be a part of 
the Bay Trail or connect the Bay Trail with other regional and community trails. 
Transportation projects should be designed to maintain and enhance visual and 
physical access to the Bay and along the Bay shoreline." The provision of non-
motorized pathways, such as the Bay Trail, grade separated crossings and the 
support of non-motorized access to any proposed rail stations will help to ensure that 
the High-Speed Rail project is integrated fully into the existing communities and 
transportation systems.    

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 
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W077-7 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

The Bay Plan includes specific policies regarding additional bridges in the Bay, which 
state that "[i]f any additional bridge is proposed across the Bay, adequate research 
and testing should determine whether feasible alternative route, transportation mode 
or operational improvement could overcome the particular congestion problem 
without placing an additional route in the Bay." The Bay Plan also includes policy 
direction regarding the design of any additional bridge to be built over the Bay, 
including the provision that the route be placed in tunnel rather than a bridge if 
feasible, that toll plazas and service yards are not to be placed on fill in the Bay, that 
the bridge should be designed to accommodate non-motorized transportation and 
that the bridge facilities should provide adequate space and be designed so as not to 
interfere with pedestrian and bicycle access along the Bay shoreline. This policy is 
particularly relevant for the alternatives located in the vicinity of the Dumbarton Rail 
Bridge, which have the potential to impact existing public access where the Bay 
crossing infrastructure touches down at the Bay shoreline on the eastern and 
western shores of the Bay. The design of the crossing at this location should include 
all of the provisions listed above, including the provision of non-motorized public 
access on the bridge and the design should clearly demonstrate that the project 
enhances existing public access in the area, rather than degrading this existing 
access.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W077-8 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

The transportation findings also identify impacts that are often associated with 
transportation projects sited in the Bay or along its shoreline, such as increased 
pollution from runoff and harm to marine mammals and fish from pile-driving for 
bridge construction. The EIR/EIS for the preferred alignment should include a 
discussion of these impacts if they are relevant.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W077-9 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

For those alignments outside of the San Francisco Bay Crossings Corridor, it appears 
that the majority of the new High-Speed Rail service would be accommodated by 
sharing tracks that are currently in use by existing rail passenger and cargo service 
providers in the Bay Area. Using existing travel corridors should reduce many of the 
impacts that may be associated with a new train service, however the increase in 
service on the existing tracks may result in conflicts with the current cargo and 
passenger services that use the tracks and increase the noise, air quality and public 
access impacts associated with the service on the tracks.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W077-10 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

In addition to the issues described above, the Commission has been collaborating 
with other regional agencies in the Bay Area to find ways to address climate change 
and associated sea-level rise. The California High-Speed Rail Authority should include 
provisions for dealing with sea-level rise in its planning for routes over the Bay and 
along its shoreline.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 
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W077-11 Ms. Lindy Lowe / Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission / Senior Planner / 
San Francisco, CA 

BCDC looks forward to working with the California High-Speed Rail Authority to 
determine the best possible route through the Bay Area, one that would increase 
travel efficiency and travel options, while minimizing impacts to Bay resources, 
including public access and wetland habitats. BCDC recognizes that a well-designed 
High-Speed Rail system serving the Bay Area could reduce congestion at the region's 
airports, reduce automobile trips, improve air quality and contribute a cleaner way to 
connect the northern and southern regions of the state. Thank you again for the 
opportunity to review and comment on the draft EIR/EIS. If you have any questions 
please contact me at (415) 352-3642.     

Sincerely, 

LINDY L. LOWE 

Senior Planner   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L032. 

W078-1 Mr. William Blackwell / self / 
Architect / Piedmont, CA 

Here are four comments/questions regarding information presented in Table S.5-1. 

1. Track miles for alternatives are given to astonishing accuracy (± 52.8 feet) but 
where are starting and ending points exactly defined, particularly on the Central 
Valley side? Is the end-point the same for all alternatives?   

The analysis was done at a conceptual level of 
detail, but the starting and ending points were 
defined to provide “apples-to-apples” 
comparisons given the constraints of a 
conceptual level of detail. 

W078-2 Mr. William Blackwell / self / 
Architect / Piedmont, CA 

2. Phasing was ignored. Regarding Altamont Pass alternatives, wouldn't it be 
reasonable to assume that San Jose terminus alternate 4 would be built first and 
then the excess revenue of over $2 billion per year be used to later construct the 
Dumbarton Bridge, thus completing alternate 9 that would so greatly benefit San 
Francisco?   

As noted, phasing is not considered as part of 
this Program EIR/EIS. 

W078-3 Mr. William Blackwell / self / 
Architect / Piedmont, CA 

3. Ratio of revenue to operating costs varies from 2.4 to 3 for the various alternates. 
I know of no HSR in the world that operates in the black, much less with revenues 
two or three times operating costs.  Is revenue grossly exaggerated or -are operating 
costs understated?   

The Authority and FRA do not believe that the 
revenue is “exaggerated” or the operating 
costs “understated.”  Contrary to this 
statement, HST systems worldwide typically 
operate “in the black” (with passenger 
revenues exceeding operational and 
maintenance costs.  Please see the Authority’s 
Implementation Plan for more information 
(available at www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov). 

W078-4 Mr. William Blackwell / self / 
Architect / Piedmont, CA 

4. AB 1228 now under consideration specifies maximum SF-Anaheim travel time of 
2:42. If the SF-LA express train travel time of 2:36 given in Table S.5-1 is correct, 
then LA-Anaheim train would have to average about 300 mph. Which number is in 

The Authority’s HST travel times are listed in 
Table S.5-1. 
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error?   

W079-1 Neerav Handa / Redwood City, 
CA 

  

Looking at the travel times between San Francisco and Sacramento, it makes sense 
to use the Altamont Pass through Tracy. Also, using the Altamont Pass does not 
increase the travel time from San Francisco to Los Angeles (rather the travel time is 
less by 2 minutes). The route through Altamont pass will also decrease the traffic to 
I-580 which is a big bottleneck.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W080-1 Lars Carlson / Venice, CA Choose the fastest alignment! We need this and need to stop bickering!   Comment acknowledged. 

W081-1 Mr. Peter M. Dubinsky / 
Fremont Neighbors / 
Consultant - Pharma/Biotech / 
Fremont, CA 

I and neighbors in the Niles area of Fremont support the Pacheco Pass alignment for 
HSR if it is further developed.  We do not support the Altamont Pass alignment.  The 
City Council of Fremont issued a letter on/around 11 September 2007 expressing 
support for the Pacheco Pass alignment and opposing an alignment through Niles 
Canyon. I and my neighbors agree with the points made in that letter to your offices.  

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

In addition I do not recommend that you consider the proposal by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission of the Bay area proposing some form of mixed version of 
the Pacheco Pass - Altamont alignment.  Niles Canyon is already slated for changes 
described in the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan that may adversely impact it both 
environmentally and from a quality of life standpoint. Based on all the data I have 
reviewed the Pacheco Pass alignment as proposed by the CA HSR Authority should 
serve California in a satisfactory manner. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Authority is 
currently working with the region to identify 
and implement improvements in the Altamont 
Pass Corridor as a separate but related 
project.  The Authority believes that the 
Preferred HST Alternative and its future efforts 
in the Altamont Pass are consistent with MTC’s 
recommendations and the Bay Area Regional 
Rail Plan. 

W082-1 Mr. Pierre Gasztowtt / San 
Francisco, CA 

The Altamont Pass alignment offers a slightly shorter travel time travel time between 
San Francisco and Los Angeles, according to the travel time summary tables posted 
on your website, The Altamont Pass alignment also offers the possibility of high 
speed service between San Francisco and Sacramento in a not too distant future. 
Finally, the Altamont Pass alignment is less environmentally sensitive than the 
Pacheco Pass alignment. 

I can understand lengthening the trip time to avoid environmentally sensitive land. 
The Pacheco Pass option lengthens the trip time and crosses environmentally 
sensitive land: it seems the worst of both worlds. 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Please select the Altamont Pass.   

W083-1  John Aspelin / San Francisco, 
CA 

While I favor a high speed rail project having two Bay Area Central Valley routes is 
unrealistic and duplicative. 

It is unrealistic to expect funding for two rail routes.   

It is duplicative because BART could funnel the entire East Bay into a San Jose 
BART/High Speed Rail Line. 

It is not going to make that much of a difference in time to take a BART train from 
Walnut Creek to San Jose vs. taking a High Speed Rail train from Walnut Creek that 
stops in Stockton before proceeding south.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W083-2  John Aspelin / San Francisco, 
CA 

I am also unclear how the train will share the existing rail lines from S.F. to San Jose.  
Does this mean that the High Speed train will travel at a reduced speed to San Jose.  
Will CalTrain yield the right of way to the High Speed Train?  What will this do to the 
existing CalTrain service? 

Please advise.   

The HST system is expected to operate at 
maximum speeds between 100 and 125 miles 
per hour along the San Francisco Peninsula.  
Please refer to the conceptual engineering 
provided in Volume II, including the 
conceptual cross sections.  Between San 
Francisco and San Jose, the alignment is 
envisioned to be a completely grade-
separated, electrified, four-track infrastructure 
where the two interior tracks are shared 
between HST and express Caltrain and the two 
outer tracks are used by local Caltrain services 
and some possible overnight freight 
operations.  The Authority, FRA, MTC, and 
Caltrain, SamTrans, and other agencies believe 
that HST on the Caltrain corridor will greatly 
benefit Caltrain and the San Francisco 
Peninsula. 

W084-1 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Bay Area to Central Valley 
High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS. The San Francisco Bay Trail Project is a nonprofit 
organization administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that 
plans, promotes and advocates for the implementation of a continuous 500-mile 
bicycling and hiking path around San Francisco Bay. When complete, the trail will 
pass through 47 cities, all nine Bay Area counties, and cross seven toll bridges. To 
date, 290 miles, slightly more than half the length of the Bay Trail alignment has 
been developed.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-76 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

W084-2 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

Proximity to San Francisco Bay is one of the most defining characteristics of the Bay 
Trail. The trail provides unique vistas and open spaces but also connects urban areas 
and provides alternative transportation opportunities. The proposed high-speed rail 
corridors could potentially impact existing and proposed Bay Trail alignments.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 

W084-3 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

Plans and Policies 

The Final Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS should 
include specific mention of the Bay Trail Plan in the Plans and Policies section. For 
your information, State Senate Bill 100, passed into law in 1987, directed the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to develop a plan "for a continuous 
recreational corridor which will extend around the perimeter of San Francisco and 
San Pablo Bays." The Bay Trail Plan, adopted by ABAG in July 1989, includes a 
proposed alignment; a set of policies to guide the future selection, design and 
implementation of routes; and strategies for implementation and financing. 
Resolutions of support have been passed in all shoreline jurisdictions recognizing the 
importance of this regional project.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 

W084-4 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

San Francisco Bay Crossing 

Of the six proposed high speed rail alternative corridors identified in the draft EIR/S: 
San Francisco to San Jose, Oakland to San Jose, San Jose to Central Valley, East Bay 
to Central Valley, San Francisco Bay Crossings, and Central Valley, only the San 
Francisco Bay Crossing rail alignment alternative has features that could potentially 
impact the Bay Trail.  Described on page S-8 in the draft document, this alternative 
would serve the Altamont Pass alignment connecting the San Francisco Peninsula to 
the East Bay.  See Exhibit A, a map identifying the Bay Trail alignment and the 
proposed rail corridors in the South Bay. 

On the west side of San Francisco Bay in San Mateo County, the Bay Trail Plan 
identifies existing and planned Bay Trail spine in both the City of Menlo Park and East 
Palo Alto.  There is a gap in the Bay Trail between Menlo Park and East Palo Alto that 
runs along University Avenue, and parallel to the existing rails with future connection 
to the existing trails in the Ravenswood Open Space Preserve (see Exhibit B).  The 
City of Menlo Park, in an effort to develop alternatives for completing this gap, 
conducted a Bay Trail Feasibility Study funded in part by the Bay Trail Project.  The 
final High Speed Rail Project EIR/S should address the preferred alignment 
alternative at that location and discuss potential impacts on the Bay Trail of an active 
rail corridor, a new station, cut and fill associated with construction, an at-grade 
structure and it should also take into consideration the Bay Trail and local jurisdiction 
missions to provide safe and direct access to the bay and shoreline.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 
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W084-5 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

Highway 84 along the Dumbarton Bridge provides a vehicle connection between the 
San Francisco Peninsula and the East Bay.  The bridge also has a separated multi-
use pathway that is part of the Bay Trail system, used by bicyclists and pedestrians 
to cross the Bay. The Final EIR/S should include discussion of the preferred 
alternative for this area, including new high-level bridge or a new transbay tube, and 
their impacts on existing and proposed Bay Trail segments.  The Final EIR/S should 
also include a discussion of incorporating a trail crossing in conjunction with the rail 
over-crossing.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 

W084-6 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

On the East Bay side of the Dumbarton Bridge, the Bay Trail exists as bike lanes on 
Marshlands Road connecting south to the existing trails at the San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge and north to Coyote Hills Regional Park (Exhibit B).  The 
draft EIR/S shows the rail as an aerial structure at that location (Figure 2.5-3).  The 
final High Speed Rail project EIR/S should discuss impacts of this structure on the 
Bay Trail and connecting trails as well as the impacts on the San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 

W084-7 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

General Comments 

The final EIR/S should also address: 

&#9679; connections to existing and proposed regional trails such as the Bay Trail 
&#9679; specific required setback distances between rail corridors and existing trails 
&#9679; opportunities for locating trails on the same rail crossing structure &#9679; 
crossing information and their warning systems &#9679; accommodations for 
bicycles on trains, in parking structures and in train stations &#9679; access to other 
means of public transit   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 

W084-8 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

As referenced above, the Bay Trail is a regional trail passing through all nine Bay 
Area counties, and is an important recreational amenity.  The Trail alignment is in 
close proximity to, crosses, or is directly parallel to the rail line in many locations.  
The final EIR/S should address impacts to the San Francisco Bay Trail as a regionally 
important recreation amenity and alternative transportation corridor.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 

W084-9 Ms. Laura Thompson / 
Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Bay Trail 
Project Manager / Oakland, CA 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/S. I can be reached at 
(510) 464-7935 or at LauraT@abag.ca.gov if you have any questions about the 
comments in this letter.  

Sincerely,  

Laura Thompson 

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses for Comment Letter 
L024. 
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Bay Trail Project Manager   

W085-1 Whitney Seiler / University of 
Washington / Belvedere, CA 

This project will HUGELY improve traffic and air pollution conditions as well as 
decrease our dependence on oil, however I am concerned at the potential for wildlife 
destruction during the building process. I urge the planning committees to make sure 
that we are not sacrificing our local ecosystems under the pretenses of protecting 
our global environment. With appropriate planning, these two goals do not need to 
be mutually exclusive to improve public transportation across our huge state with the 
high speed rail.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W086-1 Mr. Edward Thompson / 
American Farmland Trust / 
California Director / Davis, CA 

American Farmland Trust, a national agricultural conservation organization that has 
operated in California since 1983 and now has more than 3,000 members in the 
state, respectfully submits these comments on the Programmatic DEIR for the Bay 
Area-to-Central Valley portion of the project, which are due October 26, 2007.  Our 
principal concern is the unnecessary loss of farmland to development.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W086-2 Mr. Edward Thompson / 
American Farmland Trust / 
California Director / Davis, CA 

1. As did the 2005 programmatic EIR for the entire project, this DEIR continues to 
downplay the growth-inducing impacts of the project on the Central Valley, 
California's premier agricultural region.  While the Central Valley will certainly 
continue to grow without HSR, it defies all credibility to conclude, as the DEIR does, 
that the land use consequences of bringing almost the entire Valley within an hour's 
travel time from the Bay Area and/or Los Angeles will be no different than if the 
travel time actually increases for most of the Valley due to traffic congestion.  If we 
accept the significant transportation benefits of HSR, we must face up to the equally 
significant downside of induced growth.   

Please see Standard Response 4 regarding 
growth. 

W086-3 Mr. Edward Thompson / 
American Farmland Trust / 
California Director / Davis, CA 

2. This DEIR also continues to postpone serious consideration of the induced growth 
impacts and, in particular, measures that could mitigate these impacts.  If put off 
until a final alignment is selected, the opportunity to mitigate will probably be lost 
because of land speculation and the development expectations it will create. 

Locating stations downtown and maximizing multi-modal options are praiseworthy 
measures that will undoubtedly have some impact in concentrating the growth 
induced by HSR.  But by themselves they are not likely to be enough to prevent 
sprawl on an unprecedented scale in the Central Valley.   

Please see Standard Responses 4 and 5 and 
Chapter 6, “Station Area Development.” 

W086-4 Mr. Edward Thompson / 
American Farmland Trust / 
California Director / Davis, CA 

3. In particular, we believe that the DEIR should explicitly study the alternative of 
conditioning HSR on a regional compact, to which the state would be a partner, that 
would require local governments to adopt effective growth management measures of 
their own choosing to minimize conversion of farmland and habitat before any land 
or interest therein may be acquired for rights of way, stations or other HSR facilities.  

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 and Chapters 5 and 6.  The 
Authority and FRA do not believe it is 
necessary to undertake the study you have 
suggested as part of this Program EIR/EIS. 
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For purposes of analysis, the compact should assume - 

A goal of limiting the urbanization of land in the Central Valley (and other impacted 
agricultural areas such as the Pajaro Valley between Hollister and Gilroy) to not more 
than 500,000 acres by 2050, which would entail a doubling of the current per capita 
rate of urban conversion, which is about one acre for every 8 people, to a rate 
comparable to the recent trend in Southern California; 

That each city and county would have to do its fair share (determined through a 
process similar to the Regional Housing Needs Assessment) to meet this goal by 
increasing urban infill, residential densities and commercial floor-to-area ratios, and 
by minimizing rural ranchette development; and 

That some kind of accountability mechanism would assure that local governments 
take effective action to implement their fair share goals.  One such mechanism could 
be a regional mitigation fee or in lieu requirement for new development projects 
based on the extent to which their per capita land conversion rate meets or falls 
short of standards set by cities and counties to meet their fair share goal.   

W086-5 Mr. Edward Thompson / 
American Farmland Trust / 
California Director / Davis, CA 

AFT would be glad to work with the California High Speed Rail Authority and its 
consultants to flesh out and help analyze such an alternative.   

Please see Response to Comment W086-4. 

W086-6 Mr. Edward Thompson / 
American Farmland Trust / 
California Director / Davis, CA 

In conclusion, we repeat what we said in our comments on the 2005 project DEIR: 
The proposed high speed train system could be one of the best things ever to 
happen in California - or one of the worst.  It could harness tremendous civic 
enthusiasm to build diverse, efficient, livable communities in the midst of a living 
landscape of sustainable agriculture and a healthy environment.  But without a 
comparable effort to harness the development it will attract, especially to the Central 
Valley, the system could be a 'train wreck' for agriculture, for the environment and 
for every Californian who will end up paying the bill for sprawl. If, on the other hand, 
we marry the excitement of high-speed rail and the responsibility of smart growth - 
and only if we do so - we will avoid the 'train wreck' and build a better California 
where our freeways are less congested, our skies are less crowded, our environment 
is cleaner, our housing is more affordable and our agriculture can still be  counted on 
to feed America and the world 

Respectfully, 

Edward Thompson, Jr. 

California Director 

Comment acknowledged. 
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American Farmland Trust   

W087-1 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

Dear Members of the Board: 

These comments extend oral comments I presented to the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority Board at its September 26, 2007 meeting held in Sacramento regarding the 
Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement and the concerns of Ducks Unlimited 
about potential impacts of any alignment of the railway that would route high-speed 
trains and the railway corridor through or adjacent to the Grasslands Ecological Area 
(GEA).  Ducks Unlimited's recommendation to the Board in September, and now, is 
that the high-speed railway be sited away from the GEA.  We urge the Board to 
select an Altamont Pass alignment to avoid impacting the GEA and its waterfowl and 
wildlife habitat.  Here is why we make this recommendation.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please also see Responses to 
Comment Letters O011 and L029. 

W087-2 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

The GEA is located west of the City of Merced and surrounding the City of Los Banos 
to the north, east and south.  Originally, this area was part of a four million acre 
wetland system in the Central Valley. Of the 300,000 acres that remain, the GEA's 
180,000 acres is the largest contiguous block of wetlands left in the Central Valley.  
The GEA is comprised of wetlands, riparian woodlands, native grasslands, vernal 
pools, and other habitats which support abundant and diverse wildlife, all of which 
has been designated by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service as a priority area 
for protection and enhancement.  It is a critical wintering habitat for migratory birds.  
As much as 20% of all Pacific Flyway waterfowl use the GEA's wetlands during 
winter.  Waterfowl numbers in the GEA average one-half million to up to one-million 
birds. 

Protection of the GEA's wetlands has been a high priority for Ducks Unlimited.  The 
GEA includes federal wildlife refuges, a state park, state wildlife management areas 
and the largest block of privately managed wetlands in the state. The GEA also 
includes a growing number of federal and state conservation easements, now 
totaling over 64,000 acres.   

Ducks Unlimited has worked with over 120 private landowners and on all the state 
and federal public waterfowl areas in the GEA completing over 160 projects to 
improve wetlands for waterfowl.  Ducks Unlimited is a nonprofit waterfowl and 
wetland habitat conservation organization with a mission to conserve, restore, and 
manage wetlands and associated habitats for North America's waterfowl.  Our over 
one million members, supporters, and volunteers, along with our partners, have 
invested over $2.32 billion since 1937 to conserve over 11,661,000 acres of wetlands 
in North America. 

Comment acknowledged. 
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The GEA also provides habitat for more than 550 species of plants and animals, 
including 47 species listed by the state or federal government as endangered, 
threatened or candidates to be.  The Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve 
Network has designated the GEA as an international shorebird reserve, one of only 
15 such internationally significant sites in the world.  The GEA was also recently 
recognized as a Wetland of International Importance by the Ramsar Convention, a 
recognition reserved for only the world's most important ecosystems.  Only 22 such 
sites have ever been designated in the United States.   

W087-3 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

According to Ducks Unlimited's biologists and wetlands experts, among the railway's 
potential impacts to migratory birds and other wildlife, should the alignment run 
through or adjacent to the GEA, would be interference with wildlife corridors, habitat 
fragmentation, disruption of water flow and other hydrological impacts that could 
accompany fragmentation, interference with access to hunting clubs, wildlife collision 
with trains, construction impacts, water quality impacts, and the overall impact of 
increased development through suburban and urban expansion in the area 
surrounding the GEA that could have an indirect impact on waterfowl and wetlands.   

Please see Response to Comment Letter O011. 

W087-4 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

Ducks Unlimited takes exception to routing the new railway through or adjacent to 
the GEA, due to the potential affect on migratory birds.  This is a concern echoed by 
managers of state and federal refuges in the GEA, and officials at the Grasslands 
Water District which represents the interests of many of the area's private wetlands 
owners.    

Please see Response to Comment Letter O011. 

W087-5 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

Ducks Unlimited urges the Board to select an alignment that completely avoids 
impacting the GEA, thus we urge selection of an Altamont Pass alignment. 

Sincerely, 

Rudolph A. Rosen, Ph.D. 

Director   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please also see 
Responses to Comment Letters O011 and 
L029.  There will be no Los Banos station as 
part of the HST system.  Please also see 
Chapter 8 and the Summary of this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. 

W088-1 Ms. Katie Stevens / California 
Partnership for the San 
Joaquin Valley / Government 
Affairs Coordinator / Fresno, 
CA 

Dear Chairperson Kopp: 

On behalf of the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley (Partnership), we 
thank you for this opportunity to submit comments for consideration by the California 
High-Speed Rail Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration regarding the draft 
EIR/EIS for the Central Valley to Bay Area Corridor.  In regard to alignment, the 

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L034. 
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Partnership (a) supports connection for the whole Valley from Bakersfield to 
Sacramento; (b) recommends that the economic viability of developing both the 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass routes be evaluated; and (c) that if it turns out that only 
one route is economically viable, or if one route must be implemented before the 
other, recommends that the Altamont corridor be the preferred route.   

W087-2 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

As you may know, the Partnership is a unique, public-private collaboration created by 
Governor Schwarzenegger to improve the economic vitality and quality of life for 
Valley residents.  The Partnership was charged with developing a Strategic Action 
Proposal to provide actionable strategies for sustainable economic growth that will 
create jobs and improve environmental quality in the region.  This plan was approved 
by the governor in November 2006. Work is well under way. 

The Partnership held a special meeting of Valley stakeholders on August 9 on high-
speed rail (HSR), obtaining comments from a large and diverse group of 
stakeholders.  Following that meeting, the Partnership board approved its working 
position as follows:   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L034. 

W087-3 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

The HSR needs to serve the entire San Joaquin Valley (Bakersfield to Sacramento), 
and the region must stay together as it works toward implementation of this 
initiative. Amtrak should remain as a complementary service to HSR; 

$15.5 million must stay in the 2007-08 budget as a minimum funding level; 

The HSR ballot measure must remain on the 2008 ballot; 

The federal government needs to contribute to the HSR project.  Congress should 
seriously consider the establishment of a National High-Speed Rail Authority with 
powers similar to California's Authority; 

Passenger rail also is a priority for the Valley and is meeting immediate demand, 
while the HSR initiative will address mid- and long-term demand; 

Land use patterns are a critical success factor for HSR.  The Blueprint Regional 
Planning process needs to be tightly connected to the efforts to implement HSR in 
the Valley;  

The route between the San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area will have a significant 
impact on the Valley being served as an entire region; and  

Submit a letter to the California High-Speed Rail Authority (a) supporting connection 
for the whole Valley from Bakersfield to Sacramento; (b) recommending that the 
economic viability of developing both the Altamont and Pacheco Pass routes be 
evaluated; and (c) that if it turns out that only one route is economically viable, or if 

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L034. 
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one route must be implemented before the other, the Altamont corridor be the 
preferred route.   

W087-4 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

HSR is considered by the Partnership as foundational to the future prosperity of the 
San Joaquin Valley. For the past 20 years, while our population has increased by 
60%, our vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) increased by 150%, two-and-a-half times as 
much - this in a region that is now generally acknowledged to have the worst air 
quality in the nation, where 80% of our NOx emissions come from mobile sources. 
With the highest population growth rate in the state, this trend is expected to 
continue. California's Department of Finance expects the Valley's population to 
increase 104% between 2000 and 2040. Projected growth in passenger vehicle travel 
in the region will only exacerbate the Valley's air problem.   

Significantly, 44% of the expected HSR ridership will involve people traveling within 
or in and out of the Valley.  Those who choose to be transported by HSR rather than 
passenger vehicle will be part of the solution to our traffic congestion and air quality 
challenges. It is important that the train serve the entire Valley for this purpose and 
the reason why the Altamont corridor should be pursued.     

We believe that HSR will have a positive impact on the Valley's economy.  High 
unemployment rates have long been a challenge for the region, currently ranging 
anywhere from 7.3% in Madera County to 9.8% in Merced County, which has the 
second highest unemployment rate in the state. It is anticipated that HSR will create 
450,000 permanent jobs by 2035 and 300,000 job-years of employment from 
construction. Additionally, core industry expansion and job creation efforts already 
under way could be significantly enhanced with a speedy commuter connection to 
northern and southern California.   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L034. 

W087-5 Mr. Rudolph Rosen / Ducks 
Unlimited / Rancho Cordova, 
CA 

We look forward to working with you to address these comments as you construct 
the final draft EIR/EIS for the Central Valley-Bay Area corridor.  Please feel free to 
contact us or the Partnership's lead executive, Ashley Swearengin, at (559) 294-6021 
or ashleys@csufresno.edu. 

Sincerely,   

This comment was also received in hard copy.  
Please see Responses to Comment Letter 
L034. 

W089-1 Mr. Benjamin  Peeler / 
Attorney / 
benjaminpeeler@yahoo.com / 
CA, 92656 

You need to get moving on this and start building, we are 100 years behind in this 
technology.   

Comment acknowledged. 
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W090-1 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

We represent Felton Gables, a residential community of 115 homes in Menlo Park, 
California. The first homes were built here in the 1920's and the neighborhood was 
developed in the 1940's. Our community has residences that are located directly 
bordering the Peninsula Cal-Train tracks and residences that are located on and 
served by Encinal Avenue, one of the Menlo Park/Atherton streets that currently have 
a railroad crossing.  Encinal Avenue, therefore, will be considered for grade 
separation in many of your proposed alternatives (which we oppose as discussed 
below).   

Comment acknowledged. 

W090-2 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

The people of Felton Gables strongly oppose the High Speed Train (HST) program 
because of the deleterious effect it will have on our quality of life and property 
values. The enormous expense to taxpayers has never been quantified fully or 
accurately. The Boston Big Dig, Bay Bridge and Chunnel experiences should be a 
warning to us. Furthermore, we see nothing in the program that addresses local 
Peninsula commute problems. This EIR has not convinced us that the enormous 
financial, environmental, and social costs/risks associated with this project will have 
any benefit to the vast majority of California taxpayers. Accordingly, we will actively 
work with organizations to oppose the bond issue you propose.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W090-3 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

However, since this EIR/EIS specifically requests responses to your proposed HST 
alignment alternatives (Draft Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program), 
we will limit further comments to this topic. Our basic position is any HST, if voters 
approve bond funding, should not run along established Peninsula Cal-Train railroad 
track lines, especially through established residential neighborhoods in Menlo Park, 
Atherton, and other Peninsula cities.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W090-4 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

Specifically, 

1. A HST rail line will seriously degrade the environment, quality of life, property 
values, etc. of any residential neighborhood it runs through. Felton Gables in Menlo 
Park is one of those neighborhoods. In your report, there is no evidence of mitigation 
that can prevent this. This limits options that avoid this to those running through the 
East Bay via the Altamont route or running the HST along Highway 101 on the 
Peninsula.   

Alternatives through the East Bay, via the 
Altamont Pass, and along Highway 101 were 
considered but were not selected as the 
preferred.  The Authority and FRA believe that 
use of the Caltrain Corridor will minimize 
environmental impacts while bringing direct 
HST service to downtown San Francisco, SFO, 
and the Peninsula.  The Authority and FRA 
believe that HST on the San Francisco 
Peninsula will also greatly benefit Caltrain 
services as well as reduce traffic and improve 
air quality on the San Francisco Peninsula. 
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W090-5 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

2. The HST rail line will provide minimal relief to our community in improving local 
commute conditions. It will not improve local train service for Menlo commuters. 
Also, while grade separations may speed up traffic through each rail crossing, that 
same traffic will be bogged down once it comes to the next traffic light, in many 
cases only a block away.   

With HST on the Caltrain Corridor between 
San Francisco and San Jose, all the at-grade 
crossings will be eliminated.  Contrary to your 
assertion, it will result in improved safety, 
reliability, and speed for all Caltrain services, 
thus improving local train service for Menlo 
Park commuters.  The grade separations will 
also provide considerable relief to your 
community in terms of reduced traffic, 
improved air quality, and reduced noise at the 
crossings (there will be no horn noise or gate 
noise). 

W090-6 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

3. Construction of grade separations at Menlo Park's four grade crossings at 
Ravenswood, Oak Grove, Glenwood, and Encinal Avenues will effectively shut down 
much of Menlo Park's downtown for years. This will have devastating financial and 
social impacts to our city and degrade property values in our neighborhood and 
others.   

If the HST proposal moves forward, project-
level analysis will be needed to determine 
detailed engineering design.  The Authority 
and FRA will work with communities to 
minimize the construction impacts of the HST 
improvements (including grade separations).  
The Authority and FRA believe that grade-
separations can and will need to be 
constructed in a manner that does not create 
the types of impacts you have described and 
minimizes impacts on downtown/urban areas. 

W090-7 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

4. Widening of the rail corridor to accommodate two more sets of tracks will require 
a bermed rail bed. Thus the rail corridor will be widened to accommodate the four-
track-supporting earthen berm. Also, there will be construction easements. The sum 
of this assures that much private property will be taken on both sides of the rail 
corridor. Felton Gables is a historical residential community with residences 
averaging over $2,000,000. We strongly object to the inevitability of the destructive 
eminent domain process. Other towns undergoing this process have suffered 
profoundly   

Comment acknowledged.  Through most of 
the San Francisco Peninsula it is expected that 
the Caltrain right-of-way can accommodate 
four-tracks (without widening).   

W090-8 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

5. Elevation of the track bed 15.5 ft. over its present height will become a physical, 
psychological and symbolic barrier between east and west Menlo Park, a kind of 
Berlin Wall. We will have two Menlo Parks with a "good" side, and "wrong" side of 
the tracks.   

More detailed design and study of potential 
barrier effects from the proposed HST system 
in the Menlo Park area is beyond the scope of 
this Program EIR/EIS process but would be 
studied in future Tier 2 project-level 
environmental review. 
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W090-9 Ms. Elizabeth Blois / Felton 
Gables Homeowners 
Association, Menlo Park / 
Menlo Park, CA 

6.  Construction of 30 ft. towers with cables along the rail corridor for electrification 
will require the removal or severe pruning of many mature trees on both sides of the 
Menlo Park and Atherton corridor. This will reduce the noise abatement provided by 
these trees and will be aesthetically undesirable.   

Elizabeth Blois and Judy Font 

Co-Presidents, Felton Gables Homeowners Association 

More detailed design and study of potential 
impacts that electrification of the Caltrain 
Corridor would have on mature trees in Menlo 
Park and Atherton areas is beyond the scope 
of this Program EIR/EIS process but would be 
studied in future Tier 2 project-level 
environmental review. 

W091-1 Mrs. Cheryl McConaughey / 
Lamont Elementary School 
District / Superintendent / 
Lamont, CA 

I believe that high speed rail transportation is critical to the economic improvement 
of communities in the San Joaquin Valley. For this reason, I fully support the forward 
progress of the high speed rail project.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W092-1 Mr. Akop Karadzhyan / 
Accountant / Glendale, CA 

I will support 100% to the high speed rails in California.  We are so many years 
behind Europe and other countries.  We need this rail system in California.  Please go 
forward with this plan ASAP!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!   

Comment acknowledged. 

W093-1  Richard Reineccius / actor & 
teacher / San Francisco, CA 

Good plan, IF it is combined with adequate FREIGHT capacity to restrict big rigs.   Comment acknowledged. 

W094-1 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Dear Chairman Kopp and the members of the California High Speed Rail Authority, 

The Merced Group of the Sierra Club respectfully submits the following comments on 
the Draft Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train program EIR/EIS:   

Comment acknowledged. 

W094-2 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

The burden of the EIR/EIS document is to provide criteria for evaluating which of the 
alternative routings of the proposed high speed train connections between the Bay 
Area and the Central Valley corridor makes sense economically and environmentally.   
Some sections of the EIR make that determination difficult if not impossible.  That 
shortcoming will be further discussed later.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see 
Responses to Comment O006-3. 

W094-3 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Despite those challenges there seem to be some overriding impacts that are 
discernible and point to the Altamont corridor as the least disruptive to wildlife, the 
environment, and to human communities.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W094-4 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

CEQA clearly views the avoidance of environmental impacts which cannot be 
adequately mitigated as a primary consideration in making choices between 
alternatives.   Since both the Henry Miller and Hwy 140 alignments impact the 
Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) and nearby properties of sensitive habitat 
significance, they need close scrutiny.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 in regards to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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W094-5 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

As you are probably well aware, the GEA is a unique and valuable resource.  It is 
critical wintering habitat for 1/2  million to 1 million migratory birds of the Pacific 
flyway.  In spring 1/4 million birds call it home.   The GEA provides habitat to 550 
species of plants and animals, including 47 species that are endangered, threatened, 
or candidates for such classification.  This kind of biodiversity lives in what is but a 
remnant (less than 5%) of the 4 million acres that was once Central Valley wetlands.  
The significance of the GEA is seen in its designation as a Wetland of International 
Importance, one of only 22 sites in the U.S. with such status. 

The Grasslands Ecological Area already includes a California Dept. of Parks and 
Recreation state park, two Fish and Wildlife national wildlife areas, a Fish and Wildlife 
conservation easement program and six units of California Dept. of Fish and Game 
wildlife areas. In addition, of late it has become a focal point for efforts to restore 
habitation by conservation groups.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W094-6 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Given its existing and growing significance to wildlife systems in the Central Valley 
the two HSR alignments which either bisect or run adjacent to the GEA seem ill-
conceived.  Even the hwy 140 alignment which is less overtly invasive forms a 
significant barrier in the midst of a major wildlife corridor.  The physical barrier of a 
50-100 foot right of way, 8 foot chain link fences on both sides of the track, 25 foot 
electric poles, and land berms along some sections will decidedly interrupt critical 
wildlife corridors.  The EIR lists underpasses or overpasses and "appropriate 
passageways" to be designed during the project level EIR to address the potential 
impacts to wildlife movement.  The effectiveness of these solutions is questionable 
and needs to be specified and verified before an alignment is determined This is 
especially important since one (the Pacheco routing) has far greater impacts because 
of its proximity to wildlife populations and habitat.    

Please see Responses to Comment Letters 
O011 and L029. 

W094-7 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Added impacts that the HSR would bring to local wildlife include noise (100+ db 
lasting 3-4 seconds, 100 + times a day), vibrations, shock waves, and collisions with 
animals.  These impacts would all be permanent and ongoing.  The disturbance to 
wildlife and habitat during the long period of construction further aggravate the 
problems of choosing the Pacheco corridor.   

Please see Responses to Comment L029-29. 

W094-8 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

The Merced Group of the Sierra Club strongly advocates the protection of Central 
Valley farmland, a resource of state and national, as well as regional significance.  
The impacts on farmland of the Pacheco alignment is nearly twice that of the 
Altamont option.  The EIR cites a range of 755.5 to 764.2 acres for the Altamont Pas 
network and 1372.3 to 1378.7 for the Pacheco network alternatives. Prime farmland 
analysis shows the Pacheco routing again to be far more detrimental to farmland (in 
this case the best such land).  Numbers in the EIR show the Altamont alternative 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 in regards to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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impacts ranging from 420.3 to 429.1 acres.  The Pacheco  alternative consumes 
approximately 1 1/2 times  as much prime farmland- 663.3 to 669.7 acres.  Farmland 
is a rare and valuable resource which we must protect and minimize impacts on 

W094-9 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Several areas where the EIR/EIS makes it difficult to make comparisons between 
alternative routes are the impacts on cultural resources, proximity to parklands and 
wildlife refuges, and effects on endangered species.  In all three of these cases data 
is presented for Altamont and then combined data for "the Pacheco pass and 
Altamont network".  This seems to ignore or at least cloud the direct comparison of 
the alignments being considered.   There is similar ambiguity in the vibration impacts 
related in the EIR summary.   

The network alternatives are described in 
Chapter 2.  Data are presented in Chapter 7 
for each of the network alternatives.  The 
network alternatives include Pacheco Pass 
alternatives, Altamont Pass alternatives, and 
Pacheco Pass with Altamont (local service) 
alternatives.   

W094-10 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

"Vibration impacts are typically rated as medium, although for some network 
alternatives, vibration impacts are rated as medium to high."  Since some distinct 
differences in impact are alluded to, which alternative has the higher rating- isn't that 
precisely the overview being evaluated.  Portions of the EIR need to be rewritten and 
reanalyzed to make comparisons of the alternative HSR routes clear and conclusive 

The Authority and FRA disagree that portions 
of these portions of the Program EIR/EIS need 
to be “rewritten and reanalyzed.”  Please see 
Standard Responses 1 and 2. 

W094-11 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Part of the discussion of high speed train rail lines in the state should include the 
vision of what this system will look like decades down the road upon its completion.  
Since the Sacramento region is a key component in the long term design, an 
important consideration for this "first phase" should be which alternative will facilitate 
future expansion.  There cannot be any question that the Altamont alignment 
connecting with the Central Valley far north of the Pacheco plan will make future 
connection to Sacramento easier and less expensive.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 in regards to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

W094-12 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

In conclusion, based on the data in the draft EIR/EIS, the Altamont corridor seems a 
clear preference.  It is the least invasive to wildlife and habitat, it best protects 
existing farmland, it makes use of an already highly disturbed transportation corridor.  
In addition, it offers the most complete "first stage" in a system designed to 
eventually include the Sacramento portion of the Valley.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 in regards to the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

W094-13 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

It is our hope that the High Speed Rail Authority will consider all potential impacts of 
the rail corridors under consideration and follow the CEQA guidelines which give 
preference to existing high volume corridors over those with lower volume and 
populations.   

Comment acknowledged. 

W094-14 Mr. Roderick Webster / Merced 
Sierra Club / Chair / Merced, 
CA 

Please keep us appraised of future developments in this process, including 
opportunities to access the project level EIR as it is made available.  We are highly 
supportive of high speed rail and its potential to create a viable public transportation 
alternative that will improve air quality.  Wise choices will be needed to make high 

Comment acknowledged.  You will be sent an 
electronic copy of the Final Program EIR/EIS 
once it is available. 
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speed rail, its costs and impacts, palatable to the electorate.  Thank you the efforts 
of the Authority and staff to make this ambitious project a reality. 

Sincerely,   

Roderick Webster, chair, Merced Group Sierra Club / Tehipite Chapter  

W095-1 Mr. Laurent Garnett / SFUSD / 
Teacher / San Francisco, CA 

I'm all for it!   Comment acknowledged. 

W096-1 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

I posted online on 11/25/2007.  I would like to add these additional comments: 

The CHSRA has made this comment on one of the posted Program EIR/EIS online 
documents, "The station locations shown here are spaced approximately 50 mi (80 
km) apart in rural areas and 15 mi (24 km) apart in the metropolitan areas. 
Additional or more closely spaced stations would negatively affect travel times and 
the ability to operate both express and local services." 

I agree with this statement, however I'd like the CHSRA to consider alternatives.  
Station locations could be spaced more closely together in metropolitan areas, but 
any given train would not have to stop at each station.  For example, a train could 
stop at station 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and the next train could make stops at station 2, 4, 6, 8, 
10.  This would allow local service to many more cities while maintaining express 
travel times that we would all like.   

Comment acknowledged.  The HST proposal 
includes the assumption (as described in 
Chapter 2) that there would be a variety of 
HST services (express, skip-stop, local, 
regional).  The Authority and FRA believe that 
the station spacing quote from the Program 
EIR/EIS included in your comment is accurate 
and based on worldwide HST experiences.  
Additional HST stations will not be considered 
in this Program EIR/EIS.    

W096-2 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

Looking over the prospective routes into the Bay Area to Central Valley, I'm having 
second thoughts on my recommendation of the Pacheco Pass alignment.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W096-3 Richard McCarthy / Santa Ana, 
CA 

As I had mentioned previously, I feel strongly about the Bay Area having a complete 
loop around it for HST service (with a Transbay Tube linking SF to Oakland).  With 
such a loop in place, service from the Central Valley would be better served with a 
path along the Altamont Pass.  Whatever the exact path this would take can be 
determined by the local residents in conjunction with the CHSRA, but there should 
only be a single path in and out of the bay area, so there isn't any confusion about 
station locations.  With the added high speed service along the SF Peninsula south to 
Diridon, Caltrain could possibly free up some trains (for express service) to Morgan 
Hill and Gilroy, which are already being served by Caltrain.  This would eliminate the 
need to route the HST through the Henry W Coe State Park.  At the same time, this 
alignment would more tend to link Northern California with Southern California 
directly, with service up to, and perhaps beyond Sacramento.  Thank you.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 
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W097-1 Mr. Robert Schneider / 
Avionics manager/technician / 
Windsor, CA 

Looking ahead, say 30 years.  Cars will likely be electric.  Air travel will become 
increasingly expensive, oil based fuels will be limited, and air quality and green house 
gasses ....  well, you see where this is going.  I suggest that any plan take all of 
these things into account.   

Please consider a plan that will not become obsolete in 30 years.  It is possible now 
to build an all electric system.  Since much of the alignment passes through the 
central valley, it is an ideal location for advanced solar power.  Given a length of 
some 200 miles, it would be possible to have a minimum 75MW and as much as 200 
MW generated through solar power.  Far more than needed to operate a high speed 
passenger rail line.  Of course, the excess power could be sold to regional providers-
PG&E, CON ED, SDG&E...  The rail cars could be self powered, and utilize magnetic 
coupling to achieve maximum flexibility for demand.  Please, think "futuristically" for 
things change fast these days, and anything ten years old now, will be outdated ten 
years from now.   

The Authority’s proposed HST system will not 
become “obsolete in 30 years.”  To the best 
extent possible, the Authority has attempted 
to take into consideration how California will 
be in 2030 and beyond.  The HST system uses 
electric power.  The Authority is investigating 
the feasibility of using only renewable sources 
of energy. 

W098-1 Mr. Arthur Keller / Palo Alto, 
CA 

The Pacheco Pass Route is the preferred alternative.  First, there already is mass 
transit service over the Altamont Pass, while there is no mass transit service over the 
Pacheco Pass.  Second, building high speed rail over the Pacheco Pass will give 
alternatives to widening the road that currently goes through it.  Third, building high 
speed rail along the Caltrain right of way is compatible with the improvements 
scheduled and funded for Caltrain. 

Fourth, the Pacheco Pass route should be combined with stop at Palo Alto.  This 
station is currently the second busiest on the Caltrain line, second only to the San 
Francisco terminus and greater than any stop in San Jose.  Furthermore, this station 
is adjacent to the second most dense business district in the Bay Area, second to 
downtown San Francisco.  And there is funding in the VTA sales tax measure to build 
a multimodal train station at Palo Alto on Caltrain, and such a station would be 
suitable for high speed rail. 

Finally, high speed rail from the Pacheco Pass to San Jose and then continuing to 
San Francisco and to Oakland could provide an effective alternative to connect San 
Jose by rail to the east bay, compared with the proposed BART expansion.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W099-1 Ms. Sabrina Merlo / Bay Area 
Bicycle Coalition / Oakland, CA 

We would like the Authority to investigate the feasibility of building a bicycle/walking 
path along the train route.   

This can be considered at the project-level of 
design.  There may be some locations 
(particularly in urban areas where speeds are 
reduced) where such facilities may be feasible 
and practicable.   



Public Comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program Draft EIR/EIS - Continued  Web Comments 

 
 

 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 26-91 

 

Comment 
Number 

Name / Organization / 
Occupation / City, State Comment Response 

W100-1 Stanley Kao / Daly City, CA What about a station at SJ airport?  And also instead of a station at union city, have 
it at the new Fremont baseball stadium.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.  A 
station at San Jose Airport (Santa Clara) was 
considered but rejected. 

W101-1 Mr. Kevin Standlee / Computer 
Programmer / Fremont, CA 

I urge the Authority to select the Altamont-Dumbarton alignment as the most 
sensible choice for the entire Bay Area. My apartment complex adjoins the existing 
rail line in Fremont/Centerville. I live within easy walking distance of Centerville 
Station. Unlike it seems many of my neighbors, I welcome a modern transportation 
system in my area. I have traveled in Europe and Japan and see what a boon a well-
designed, well-placed system is to a country. 

Please do not knuckle under to parochial concerns. The Altamont alignment is the 
most sensible choice and makes far more sense for people traveling from the Central 
Valley to points in the Bay Area. If it is really so vital that San Jose be served by 
every single train, then adopt split/join operation such as used in Europe and Japan, 
with trains joining/splitting at Redwood Junction.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 

W102-1 Mr. Douglas Sibley / retired / 
Martinez, CA 

1. I agree with MTC's recent decision to support both the Altamont Pass (my first 
choice) and the Pacheco Pass routes.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative.  
The Authority also has committed to work with 
the region to implement improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor (as a separate but related 
project).  The Authority believes that its 
Preferred Alternative together with its 
commitment in the Altamont Corridor are 
consistent with MTC’s recommendations and 
the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan. 

W102-2 Mr. Douglas Sibley / retired / 
Martinez, CA 

2.  I disagree with the proposed Oakland Station underneath BART's 12th Street 
station.  With the depth required in unstable Bay silt, the proximity of so many tall 
buildings, the lack of any additional (let alone convenient) parking for drop off, 
overnight, or longer stays, the cost of tunneling there from both the north and south 
of 12th Street BART makes even the thought of such a proposal as only proposed to 
kill even the concept of a downtown station.  What I see as a much more viable 
alternative is to locate an Oakland station underground just two blocks or so south of 
the West Oakland BART Station focused on a site on 7th Street owned by Caltrans 

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 for the rationale for identifying the 
Pacheco Pass (San Francisco and San Jose via 
the Peninsula) as the Preferred Alternative. 
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but leased to the US Postal Service. (Perhaps BART might be interested in 
undergrounding its tracks between its Oakland wye and their transbay tube.)  An 
East Bay HSR maintenance facility could be equitably located in the Richmond area.  
There should also be considered a joint Amtrak/BART/High Speed Rail station at the 
newly remodeled downtown Richmond Transit Center.  I believe the overall cost of 
locating end-of-the-line facilities in Richmond or to the north with a station along 7th 
Street in Oakland, connecting to BART there and/or a station in the Richmond area 
would offset the cost of tunneling so deep under downtown Oakland and trying to 
adapt a jerry-rigged user-friendly station there.   

W102-3 Mr. Douglas Sibley / retired / 
Martinez, CA 

3.  I ask that these suggestions be included as "recommended" in the Final EIR/EIS.   Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W103-1 Douglas Frazier / Kensington, 
CA 

These comments about the 2007 Bay Area Draft EIR/EIS are related to comments 
contained the document titled  SAN FRANCISCO GRAND CENTRAL (SFGC), A 
Comment about the Draft EIR/EIS for the Proposed California High Speed Rail 
Project, submitted August 30, 2004 and revised September 14, 2004. 

Among the 2004 SFGC comments are the following:   

Comment acknowledged. 

W103-2 Douglas Frazier / Kensington, 
CA 

A spectacular opportunity to create a world famous passenger train experience is not 
being considered.  The 2004 DEIR/EIS and the 2007 Bay Area Draft EIR/EIS do not 
consider any alternatives to the location of the San Francisco HSR terminal station or 
the route of the HSR into San Francisco.   

This statement is incorrect.  Please refer to the 
Summary, Chapter 2, Chapter 7, and Chapter 
8 of the Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority 
and FRA considered terminus locations at 
Oakland, San Francisco, San Jose, and Union 
City. 

W103-3 Douglas Frazier / Kensington, 
CA 

The use of a combined Caltrain/HSR alignment via the Peninsula is operationally 
redundant and not in the best interest of Caltrain or the HSR.  The HSR cannot attain 
true high speed in that corridor.  Train congestion under Transbay Terminal is 
inevitable with combined use.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W103-4 Douglas Frazier / Kensington, 
CA 

The Caltrain route should be further improved and extended into downtown San 
Francisco as an exclusive commuter train system with passing tracks.  The entire 
proposed train platform area below the Transbay Terminal should be dedicated for 
Caltrain use and Caltrain future expansion.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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W103-5 Douglas Frazier / Kensington, 
CA 

The CAHSR system should be a true, completely separate HSR system, avoiding any 
system interoperability issues for, safer, more economical, more reliable and faster 
service. 

An HSR crossing of the Bay on a bridge between Oakland and San Francisco offers 
opportunities to carry BART or light rail commuter service to Treasure Island with 
parallel tracks. It also includes pedestrian and bicycle access continuing via the west 
span of the Bay Bridge into downtown San Francisco.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W103-6 Douglas Frazier / Kensington, 
CA 

The following comments supplement the 2004 SFGC comments: 

• The HSR should enter the Bay Area through the Altamont pass and split at one of 
the proposed Niles area locations.  

• No HSR construction should take place west of the East Bay.  Caltrain is capable 
of providing the same speed of service into downtown San Francisco and San 
Jose where transfers can be made to the HSR system. 

• Caltrain should take full and exclusive responsibility for the Dumbarton crossing.  
It should meet the HSR at the Niles split station. 

• On the East Bay, BART should be improved with upgraded stations and passing 
tracks from Richmond to San Jose.  There should be BART/HSR interconnection at 
only downtown Oakland, Oakland Airport, Niles split, and downtown San Jose.  

The funding saved by not building a redundant, parallel, high speed train system on 
the Peninsula can be devoted to taking advantage of the opportunity to bring the 
HSR into downtown San Francisco on a bridge.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

W104-1 Stuart Salazar / Sacramento, 
CA 

I believe it is very important that you build the Altamont pass route first. And that 
you build a line to Sacramento before you build a second line to the bay area. You 
are excluding apprx 2.5 million riders from the system while buildings two lines to 
the bay area that is inexcusable and leaving Sacramento with just a gesture of hope 
that we may one day be connected to this system is just plain arrogant.   

Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of Pacheco Pass (San Francisco 
and San Jose via the Peninsula) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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